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Abstract 
The purpose of this study is to examine college students’ punitive attitudes toward five different 
types of sex offenders.  In addition, various factors that influence college students’ punitive 
attitudes will be measured in order to assess their significance.  Surveys were administered to a 
total of 809 students at a large southern university.  Through the utilization of descriptive 
vignettes, the survey measured students’ demographic, educational, attitudinal, and crime-related 
characteristics as well as recommended sanction and punishment preferences for five different 
sex offenders.  The results suggest that college students’ punitive attitudes significantly differ 
based on sex offender characteristics.  Through ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analysis, 
significant effects of various factors on punitive attitudes were found for each type of sex 
offender.  
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Chapter I 
INTRODUCTION 
The punishment of criminal offenders has been a largely explored topic among 
criminology research.  For decades, researchers have studied public attitudes toward a variety of 
crimes and offenders (Comartin, Kernsmith, & Kernsmith, 2009; Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; 
Gakhal & Brown 2011; Leverentz, 2011; Payne, Gainey, Triplett & Danner, 2004; Payne, 
Tewksbury, & Mustaine, 2010).  In addition, public attitudes toward crime are examined by 
policy makers in order to create new and improved criminal justice policies based on public 
demand or to determine whether public opinions coincide with the current policies that are being 
utilized throughout the justice system.  Overall, findings have revealed overwhelming public 
support for the use of punitive punishments (Cullen, Fisher, & Applegate, 2000).  An escalation 
in the use of mandatory sentences, mass incarceration, chemical castration, and the death penalty 
are indicative of the support for punitive punishments in the United States (Lab et al., 2011; 
Maguire & Okada, 2011; Pratt et al., 2011).   
Despite the fact that punitive punishments have been notably favored by the public, 
researchers have found that punishment preferences sometimes vary based on the demographics 
of the offender and offense type (Spiranovic et al., 2011).  Thus, researchers have begun to move 
away from studying attitudes toward crime, in general.  Instead, more recently, studies examine 
different categories of criminal offenders in order to better understand punitive attitudes toward 
various offenses such as drug or alcohol related crimes, property crimes, crimes against persons, 
violent crimes, and sexual crimes (Payne, 2004).  However, absent from this literature is research 
that explores the specific types of sex offenders within the general category of sexual crimes.  It 
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is imperative to examine each individual offender to gain a better understanding of the 
differences in punitive attitudes that may exist. 
Sex offenders, unlike any other type of offender, are subjected to immense public 
scrutiny and degradation.  They are often hated by both society and other criminal offenders who 
believe them to be the most atrocious of all violent offenders.  It is no surprise then, that punitive 
criminal justice policies for sex offenders have been overwhelmingly supported by the public 
(Levenson, Brannon, Fortney, & Baker, 2007; Mears, Machini, Gertz, & Bratton, 2008; Payne et 
al., 2010; Rogers & Ferguson, 2011).  The current justice system has developed an array of 
potential sanctions for sex offenders that are typically employed based on the seriousness or 
degree of the sexual offense.  For example, violent sex offenders will typically receive more 
punitive sentences such as incarceration, while non-violent sexual offenders may receive 
sanctions such as probation or community service.  Since the justice system uses various levels 
of punishments specific for the different types of sex offenders and offenses, the question is 
whether public attitudes will reflect this notion.  Meaning, will public attitudes and punishment 
preferences also vary based on the type of sex offender?  Because researchers have, for the most 
part, only examined attitudes toward a general sex offender category they have omitted the 
possibility of examining attitudinal differences toward the various types of sex offenders.  To 
determine if punitive attitudes coincide with current policies for sex offenders, it is essential to 
give distinction to the groups of sex offenders and offenses instead of grouping them as a whole.  
Purpose 
The purpose of the current research is to measure college students’ punitive attitudes 
toward various types of sex offenders and to examine the influential factors that are associated 
with punitive attitudes.  Through survey research, the current study measures the punitive 
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attitudes of students attending a large southern university through the utilization of descriptive 
vignettes of various types of sex offenders and sexual offenses.  The participants in the current 
study will become future law makers, law enforcers, educators, and counselors and will likely 
make decisions that will have a significant impact on society.  Thus, it is of utmost importance to 
know and understand their opinions on issues such as the punishment of sex offenders.  Though 
it has been reported that the public has generally maintained severely punitive attitudes toward 
this group of criminals (Cullen, et al., 2000), it is unclear whether or not punitive attitudes will 
vary based on the type of sex offender or sexual offense, since no research has addressed this 
factor.  Demographic, attitudinal, educational, and crime-related factors are examined in order to 
determine their association with punitive attitudes.  The methodological limitations from 
previous studies and the gaps in research give reason to the completion of this research.  In the 
end, both researchers and policy makers will benefit from the knowledge of whether punitive 
attitudes will vary based on the type of sex offender as well as understanding the important 
factors that are associated with college students’ punitive attitudes.  
Why is Public Opinion Research Important? 
For decades, researchers have studied the public as a method to gauge attitudes toward 
particular issues (Cullen et al., 2000).  Policy and law makers rely on public opinion research to 
generate their new policies and to create new laws that will expectantly coincide with popular 
beliefs (Cullen et al., 2000; Payne, et al., 2004).  Payne and colleagues (2004) express the 
importance of examining public opinion, especially in the field of criminal justice, because the 
justice system’s sanctions are often influenced by public preferences.  Public opinion reveals the 
basic beliefs of a particular group of people or culture toward an issue.  Demographic 
characteristics are often used as explanations behind individuals’ beliefs and value system.  The 
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importance of addressing factors that may influence opinions is displayed in the amount of 
previous research that has examined various factors that are associated with punitive attitudes 
(Comartin, Kernsmith, & Kernsmith, 2009; Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; Gakhal & Brown 2011; 
Leverentz, 2011; Payne, et al., 2004; Payne, Tewksbury, & Mustaine, 2010).  Thus, the current 
study not only examines college students’ punitive attitudes toward the various types of sex 
offenders, but also measures the relationship between various factors and participants’ punitive 
attitudes. 
Chapter Overview 
Chapter two delves deeper into the punishment literature by reviewing the history of 
punishment in the United States.  Current rehabilitative and punitive methods of punishment and 
treatments for various types of criminal offenders are also examined.  This chapter ends with a 
detailed description of the framework for the current study.  In chapter three, the importance of 
public opinion research in the field of criminal justice is discussed in detail.  Next, literature on 
the stereotypes of sex offenders is discussed in chapter four.  Examples of both successful and 
ineffective treatment and punishment methods for sex offenders will be presented.  Chapter five 
discusses the methods that were used to discover punitive attitudes toward sex offenders in the 
current study, followed by the results in chapter six.  Finally, chapter seven discusses the 
conclusions of the study as well as future directions and policy implications.   
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Chapter II 
PUNISHMENT 
History of Punishment in the United States 
Establishing appropriate and effective methods of punishment for criminal offenders is 
one of the main objectives of the criminal justice system in the United States (Lab et al., 2011).  
Throughout history, the United States has progressed through a variety of justice system reforms, 
all of which affected the methods of punishment for offenders.  From the early 1930s through 
1970s the United States’ justice system went through an era of rehabilitation.  During this time 
the focus was on the needs of each individual offender, hoping to turn them away from their 
criminal lifestyle and transform them into law abiding citizens all through rehabilitative 
treatment methods which included therapy and education for offenders.  The justice system was 
less reliant on prisons and instead, rehabilitation methods such as probation, indeterminate 
sentencing, vocational and educational training, and early release were practiced (Lab et al., 
2011; Maguire & Okada, 2011; Pratt, Gau, & Franklin, 2011).   
Sparked by Robert Martinson’s (1974) “nothing works” essay, the justice system 
subsequently endured a major reform.  Beginning in the late 1970s, a new era was recognized: 
the era of retribution (Lab et al., 2011; Maguire & Okada, 2011; Pratt et al., 2011).  Seeing that 
rehabilitation methods seemed to be ineffective in reducing crime, major changes occurred 
during this era that affected the punishment of offenders.  The era of retribution was 
characterized by the “get tough” philosophy, in which the main goal was to punish offenders 
with more severe penalties.  Compared to the rehabilitative era, the reformation of offenders was 
disregarded and instead punishment was the initial focus.  The prisons were used to detain more 
criminals for significantly longer time periods than in the previous era.  Determinate sentencing 
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and the elimination of parole are additional methods used during this time where dependence on 
prisons was seen as the primary method of punishment for criminals (Fields & Moore, 2005; Lab 
et al., 2011; Maguire & Okada, 2011; Pratt et al., 2011).   
Modern-day Punishment  
Currently, the United States justice system is still considered to be in the era of 
retribution, although some rehabilitative methods have also been utilized.  Formal methods of 
punishment are most often used, but incarceration is no longer seen as the one and only method 
of punishment (Lab et al., 2011; Maguire & Okada, 2011; Pratt et al., 2011).  There are five main 
philosophies of punishment that can be used to describe the procedures of the current justice 
system (Lab et al., 2011; Laxminarayan, 2012).  These philosophies include retribution, where 
the main goal is to punish the offender as payback for the crime they committed (i.e. “just 
desserts”); deterrence, where the goal is to prevent future crime by dissuading offenders to 
engage in any future criminal activity; incapacitation, which focuses on restricting the freedom 
of offenders in order to prevent crime; rehabilitation, where the goal is to treat offenders in order 
to reduce their inclination to reoffend; and finally, restoration, where restoring justice to the 
victims and the community is the ultimate goal (Cullen, et al., 2000; Lab et al., 2011; 
Laxminarayan, 2012).   
As a result of conflicting views on punishment, these various philosophies of punishment 
are often a topic of debate among state governments and criminal justice professionals (Gromet 
& Darley, 2006; Mears, et al., 2008).  Since punishment has been established as a necessary 
repercussion of criminal behavior, the United States’ justice system has attempted to establish 
appropriate and effective sanctions for offenders.  The goal of punishment is not only to penalize 
for bad behavior, but it is believed that through the possibility of fair, swift and severe 
7 
 
punishment, involvement in crime can be reduced.  However, establishing one method of 
punishment that is widely supported has been very difficult due to the vast differences in 
opinions.  Conflicts often concern the motivations supporting each particular punishment 
method.  Wenzel, Okimoto, Feather, and Platow (2008) identify two concepts of justice 
(originally conceptualized in Vidmar and Miller’s (1980) study) that explain the motivations 
behind different methods of punishment: behavior control and justice restoration.  Although the 
authors consider both concepts to be punitive in nature, behavior control refers mostly to the 
formal justice methods such as retribution and incarceration, where the focus is strict 
punishment.  On the other hand, justice restoration refers to informal justice methods, such as 
restorative justice and rehabilitation, which typically focus on reforming offenders through 
various therapeutic techniques in order to alter their motivations for future involvement in 
criminal behavior.  With such contrasting methods of punishment, it is no surprise that there is 
conflict concerning the value and efficacy of either method within the criminal justice system.  
Fortunately, researchers have spent decades studying the effectiveness of both formal and 
informal justice methods of punishment and have established conclusions regarding the efficacy 
of either method within the criminal justice system.  
Formal Justice and its Effectiveness 
 As previously stated, formal justice, which is defined as the use of harsh or punitive 
punishments (e.g. sex offender registry, incarceration, and the death penalty) in the current study, 
has been an extremely common method of punishment in our justice system.  Strict punishment 
is the main objective of formal justice, which is justified by a multitude of factors.  The 
justifications of punishment are grounded in three theories that have established the importance 
of sanctions within the criminal justice system (Carlsmith, Darley, & Robinson, 2002).   
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First, just desserts theory is a theory of punishment that targets punishing crimes that 
have already been committed.  Just desserts theory is based on the work of Immanuel Kent in 
1785, in which he argued that punishment should only be inflicted on individuals who have 
committed a crime and all other purposes for punishment would be invalid (Kant, 1998).  This 
theory suggests that offenders should be respectively punished for the crimes they’ve committed.  
The “eye for an eye” philosophy fuels this theory, indicating that criminals deserve punishment 
for the harm they have caused.  Focusing retrospectively, rather than prospectively, the future 
results of punishment are of little concern.  The goal of just desserts is focused on two main 
components: the magnitude of harm and the extenuating factors.  Although these are not the only 
concerns of just desserts, these two factors contribute significantly to the theory.  Magnitude of 
the intended harm centers on the type of crime committed as well as the severity of that crime.  
Addressing the context in which the crime was committed is the source for the extenuating 
factors (Carlsmith, Darley, Robinson, 2002).  Overall, this theory suggests that individuals 
involved in criminal activity and who deserve punishment should be disciplined.  
Second, the theory of deterrence, which developed from the early works of three classical 
philosophers: Hobbes, Beccaria, and Bentham, suggests that punishment should prevent 
offenders from engaging in any future criminal activities.  This theory works at addressing the 
cost versus benefit analysis so that criminal activity is no longer appealing to an offender, and 
instead becomes an unpleasant choice.  This theory is rooted in the rational choice model, which 
suggests that individuals calculate the likelihood of being caught and prosecuted before engaging 
in criminal activity.  Within deterrence theory, detection and publicity are two important factors.  
Detection is important because it is part of the rational choice model.  The severity of 
punishment is often tied to the likelihood of detection of a particular crime and thus determines 
9 
 
the level of deterrence for a particular crime.  Similarly, the publicity of being caught is a strong 
factor in the deterrence process.  The likelihood of being publicly identified as a criminal stands 
as a deterrent factor in engaging in criminal activity and, like detection, is a part of rational 
choice (Carlsmith et al., 2002).  Thus, this theory proposes that any type of punishment should 
deter individuals from engaging in criminal activity because of the possible consequences.  
Last, incapacitation theory, which became an important philosophy of punishment in the 
United States during the 1970s, is solely focused on preventing future crimes by incapacitating 
those who have engaged in criminal activity.  Proponents of this theory suggest that offenders 
should be removed from society in some manner that physically prevents them from being able 
to engage in criminal behaviors.  The objective of this theory is solely based on restraining 
individuals who have committed crimes in the past in order to keep dangerous individuals away 
from society (Carlsmith et al., 2002).  Thus, this theory suggests that the confinement of 
individuals who engage in criminal activity will help to prevent future crimes.  
In the end, each of these theories uses punishment in response to criminal activity, 
whether the focus is deterring the occurrence of crime or punishing and/or incapacitating those 
who have committed crimes.  Thus, it is suggested that through the use of punitive punishments, 
criminal activity can be significantly reduced.  However, many scholars have questioned the 
suggestion that harsh punishments are effective in reducing crime and have set out to disprove 
this assumption (Chen & Shapiro, 2007; Smith, Goggin, & Gendreau, 2012; Zehr & Mika, 
1998). 
For decades researchers have studied the successfulness of punitive sanctions and all 
have established similar results (Cullen et al., 2000; Laxminarayan, 2012; NIJ, 1998; Wenzel et 
al., 2008).  Punitive punishment alone is not effective in reducing crime or recidivism rates.  The 
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utilization of punitive punishments has not significantly reduced crime or recidivism rates at all 
throughout history.  In fact, some of studies have actually shown that receiving punitive 
punishments, such as a jail sentence, significantly increases the likelihood of recidivism in 
offenders (Smith, Goggin, & Gendreau; 2002).  In recent years, there has not been a single study 
that has confirmed the effectiveness of punitive punishments.  In reality, studies show that 
recidivism rates among punitively punished offenders are extremely high (BJS. 2012; Smith, 
Goggin, & Gendreau, 2002).  The Bureau of Justice Statistics (2012) reports that nearly half of 
all incarcerated criminal offenders will reoffend within a year of being released from prison.  
These statistics indicate that incarceration is ineffective in reducing criminals’ likelihood of 
continuing in criminal activity.  In addition, evidence suggests that there are actually a small 
number of offenders that are responsible for a disproportionate amount of crime.  This 
information displays that it is not new actors becoming involved in criminal activity, but 
convicted and punished criminals who are continuing to engage in illegal behaviors.  It is also 
shown that incarcerated individuals are more likely to commit crimes once released because of 
the connections they build during their incarceration period because they are more likely to learn 
new ways of avoiding police detection and become involved with criminal groups they were not 
a part of before (BJS, 2012; Chen & Shapiro, 2007; Smith, Goggin, & Gendreau, 2002; Zehr & 
Mika, 1998).  Smith and colleagues (2002) found that increased lengths of incarceration were 
connected with increased recidivism rates for offenders.  They also concluded that prison 
sentences should never be used with the expectation of reducing recidivism rates and that the use 
of incarceration may have serious negative effects on the mental and social health of inmates.  
Similarly, Chen and Shapiro (2007) report that harsher prison conditions actually resulted in an 
increase of re-offending among offenders.  Reasons for why this increase occurred were 
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unknown but authors speculated that increased recidivism could likely be a result of the 
influence of more violent peers and that harsh prison terms encourage future violent behavior.  
Zehr and Mika (1998) suggest that incarceration should only be used in extreme cases of last 
resort and should unquestionably involve some form of rehabilitative treatment in order to be 
effective for both the offender and the community. In the end, the amount of research that proves 
punitive punishment to be ineffective is far more extensive than the suggestions of its efficacy.   
Additionally, it has been suggested by proponents of punitive punishments, that society, 
specifically including victims, would be more satisfied if their offender was severely punished 
for their crimes (Cullen, Clark, Cullen, & Mathers, 1985; Cullen et al., 2000).  Proponents 
believe that increasing the severity of punishment for offenders will show victims that justice has 
been done (Wenzel et al., 2008).  However, many studies have shown that strict punishments are 
not effective in restoring justice for victims and that other methods such as restorative justice and 
restitution have been shown to be much more effective (Wenzel et al., 2008).  Laxminarayan 
(2012) confirmed that victims were more likely to have positive psychological outcomes when 
restorative justice was applied in their case, rather than solely incarceration for their offenders.  
Victims explained that restorative justice made the healing process much more personal, which 
made it easier to cope with the harm that was done (Laxminarayan, 2012).    
Still, a number of proposed reforms have called for changes that would make the justice 
system more punitive.  For example, the three strikes law, that came into effect in the early 
1990s, mandates a life sentence for any offender convicted three or more times for felony 
offenses (Lab et al., 2011).  This serious risk of receiving life in prison has not significantly 
reduced recidivism rates for convicted offenders, evidenced by the facts that recidivism rates for 
overall crime have remained around 50% since its introduction.  Even the most severe 
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punishments have not been proven to reduce crime rates.  For instance, the possibility of 
receiving death as a sentence for certain crimes, particularly murder, has not shown to reduce the 
amount of murders that are committed in states where the death penalty is instituted, evidenced 
by the lack of variance in the crime rates (with regard to the specific crimes what would receive 
life in prison sentences) between states that have abolished the death penalty and states where it 
is exercised (BJS, 2012; Chen and Shapiro, 2007; Smith, et al., 2002; Wenzel et al., 2008).  
Thus, even with such reforms, it is evident that punishment alone is still recognized to be 
ineffective.  
However, researchers have determined that using punitive methods of punishment in 
conjunction with rehabilitative techniques can be successful.  Bonta, Wallace-Capretta, and 
Rooney (2000) reported that extensive treatment given within the context of intensive 
community supervision was effective in reducing recidivism, even for higher risk offenders.  
Subsequently, Wilson, Bouffard, and Mackenzie (2005) reviewed data from 20 previous research 
studies that measured recidivism rates of incarcerated or supervised offenders who received 
rehabilitation services.  The results shown from each of the 20 studies indicated that offenders 
who did not receive rehabilitation were more likely to recidivate than those who did receive the 
rehabilitation services that were focused on cognitive skills and restructuring approaches.  Many 
comparable studies have produced similar results: punitive punishment alone is not effective at 
reducing crime or recidivism rates (Chen & Shapiro, 2007; Cullen et al., 2000; Lipsey & Cullen, 
2007; Smith, Goggin, & Gendreau, 2012; Zehr & Mika, 1998).  Evidenced by the supporting 
literature, it seems that punitive punishments are only successful if used in conjunction with 
some form of rehabilitation services.   
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In the end, incarceration and other punitive punishments alone only provide a temporary 
solution for the justice system.  Approximately 600,000 inmates are released from jails and 
prisons each year, most of whom will struggle to reenter society (BJS, 2004; Lipsey & Cullen, 
2007).  These offenders have likely received no type of rehabilitation services and therefore have 
likely not learned proper methods on effective reentry and, as a result will likely be unable to 
attain employment or housing once released.  This factor, combined with the fact that many 
offenders suffer from some form of drug addiction or mental illness (e.g. personality disorders or 
behavior disorders) significantly increases their likelihood of recidivating because of the lack of 
services they will receive (Lipsey & Cullen, 2007).  Thus, harsh sanctions appear to be 
ineffective and actually much more harmful for society in the end.  Evidenced by literature, 
combining punitive sanctions with some form of rehabilitation services will prove to be much 
more effective for both the offender and society (Braithwaite, 1999; Killias, Gillieron, Villard, & 
Poglia, 2010; Laxminarayan, 2012; NIJ, 1998). 
Informal Justice and its Effectiveness  
As previous literature has shown, punitive punishments have been recognized as an 
ineffective method of justice by a large majority of scholars (Braithwaite, 1999; Killias, 
Gillieron, Villard, & Poglia, 2010; Laxminarayan, 2012; NIJ, 1998).  For this reason, scholars 
have begun to look to other forms of punishment that may present more effective results for both 
offenders and the community.  Thus, research on informal justice has become much more 
widespread and findings have supported the significant efficacy of this type of justice (Killias et 
al., 2010; Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Lipsey & Cullen, 2007; Wilson, Bouffard, & 
Mackenzie, 2005; Wormith, et al., 2007).  Informal justice is a unique form of justice that places 
a primary focus on the community.  The philosophy supporting informal justice is to maintain 
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strong social cohesion within a community and to demonstrate responsibility for community 
justice endeavors (Atherton & Crisp, 2011).  Informal justice, sometimes referred to as 
community justice, places a large focus on the victims of crimes, who are often seen as the most 
important individual within the justice process.  The primary focus of informal justice is to help 
victims overcome the damage caused by offenders and to help rehabilitate criminals to become 
more engaged in their community through the services provided.  Through this rehabilitation, the 
hope is to reduce crime and recidivism rates among offenders.  This principle is based on 
Hirschi’s social bond theory which expresses that people become involved in crime when they 
lack social bonds in the people and community around them (Hirschi, 1969).  Thus, informal 
justice adapts this theory as the foundation to increase involvement among offenders within the 
community in order to reduce the likelihood of involvement in criminal activity.  Informal justice 
includes various approaches which are referred to as alternatives to incarceration.  Although 
these methods are considered punishments, because they are consequences of engaging in 
criminal activity, they are not as severe as punitive punishments and have been recognized as 
being much more effective.  Killias, Gillieron, Villard, and Poglia (2010) systematically 
reviewed over 300 studies comparing recidivism rates between offenders who received custodial 
sentences compared to those who received alternatives and all studies produced similar results; 
re-offending is less frequent in offenders who were given alternative sentencing rather than those 
who received jail/prison time.  These alternative methods, including restorative justice, 
restitution, community service and rehabilitation, focus on helping the victim and offender 
through various therapeutic methods.   
Restorative justice is sometimes referred to as a type of justice, however, in the current 
study it is referred to as a more specific technique within informal justice.  It is significantly 
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victim-focused and the procedures that are used are intended to positively affect the 
psychological wellbeing of the victim (Olson & Dzur, 2004; Zehr & Mika, 1998).  Zehr and 
Mika (1998) define restorative justice by breaking the process into three key aspects.  First, they 
suggest that crime is not necessarily breaking laws, but is “a violation of people and 
interpersonal relationships.”  It is believed that victims and the community are directly affected 
by crimes and harm must be restored by offenders as these three members (e.g. offender, victim, 
and the community) are the “key stakeholders in justice” (Olson & Dzur, 2004; Zehr & Mika, 
1998).  Next, they express that it is an obligation of the offender to make things right by 
whatever means possible and that the community must support this for all of its members, 
including both the victim and offender.  Finally, they discuss the main aspect of restorative 
justice, which is to heal and make right what is wrong.  This is often done through face-to-face 
meetings or other forms of exchange in which the offender has the chance to show remorse and 
ask for forgiveness for what he or she has done.  The objective of this encounter is reconciliation.  
Through this process victims are empowered because of the participation they have in 
determining needs and outcomes of the offender and the community.  Researchers believe that 
through this healing process, both the victim and the offender receive the most positive and 
influential outcomes and that this will lead to both, satisfaction among victims and a lower 
likelihood of recidivating among offenders (Zehr & Mika, 1998).  In White’s (2003) paper that 
aimed to explore ways to incorporate community building methods into the juvenile justice 
system, he determined that restorative justice was extremely effective for juvenile offenders and 
victims. 
Restitution and community service are similar in that the idea is geared toward offenders 
repaying society for their wrongdoings, either monetarily or through manual labor.  In essence, 
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the offender must compensate either the community or the victim for the harm he or she caused.  
Restitution is when an offender makes a monetary form of payment to either the victim or the 
community.  This can include paying the victim for the damage that was caused when he or she 
broke their car or even paying for the city to repair a building that was vandalized by the 
offender.  The goal behind restitution is for the offender to learn the fiscal costs of his or her 
criminal actions.  Laxminarayan (2012) concluded that positive psychological wellbeing among 
victims of property-crime was significantly related to compensation, suggesting that victims felt 
that justice had been appropriately served when they received some form of compensation from 
offenders or the state.  Community service is typically some form of manual labor for a certain 
number of hours that is helpful to the community or the victim.  This sometimes includes picking 
up trash on the side of the highway, cleaning up a park, or working at a local shelter.  The notion 
supporting community service is to teach offenders responsibility for their actions and 
community building through the requirement of community involved activities.  Community 
service and restitution are typically used with young or first time (non-serious) offenders.  
Studies have shown that restitution and community service can be successful in reducing 
recidivism, however, they are the least successful out of all alternatives to incarceration (NIJ, 
1998).  Although, they are typically most successful when the payment is a substantial amount of 
money and when the labor is intensive.  Killias et al. (2010) reported that offenders who received 
prison sentences were more likely to re-offend than those who received community service.  
Also, Smith and colleagues (2002) reported that offenders who received community service were 
less likely to re-offend than those who served significantly longer prison sentences.  
Rehabilitation is a key facet within informal justice. Although most individuals do not 
associate rehabilitation with punishment, it can be used within the corrections system, most often 
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in conjunction with some type of punitive punishment, such as incarceration.  Therefore, going 
forward, the current study will refer to overall informal justice methods as rehabilitative 
treatment methods.  Although rehabilitation was for some time used within our justice system, 
Martinson’s (1974) essay suggested that rehabilitation does not work, which assisted in the 
hiatus of rehabilitative methods throughout the justice system.  However, in recent years the use 
of rehabilitation within the justice system has been justified and has reclaimed legitimacy among 
criminal justice professionals.  Similar to various other correctional methods, the primary 
objective of rehabilitation within the justice system is to reduce crime and recidivism rates and to 
create an overall safer society (Lipsey & Cullen, 2007).  Through the use of various therapeutic 
techniques, rehabilitation aims at motivating and guiding offenders away from criminal behavior 
by supporting constructive changes in various characteristics or situations that affect their 
involvement in crime.   
Various forms of cognitive interventions are used in correctional rehabilitation such as 
Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy (CBT), Reasoning and Rehabilitation (R & R) and Moral 
Reconation Therapy (MRT).  Each therapy is designed to alter cognitive activity that is 
perceived as dysfunctional (Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Wilson, et al., 2005).  These 
interventions help offenders become more aware of the thought processes that can eventually 
lead to maladaptive and criminal behaviors (Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Lipsey & Cullen, 
2007; Wilson, et al., 2005).  Rehabilitation is most often accomplished in conjunction with some 
form of formal justice like incarceration or probation, but can also involve community-based 
correctional programs (Lipsey & Cullen, 2007).  Correctional treatment programs are not only 
effective in reducing negative thinking styles, cognitive distortions, and criminal behavioral 
characteristics and attitudes, but they have been reportedly successful in significantly reducing 
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recidivism (Bonta et al., 2000; Eastman, 2004; Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Lipsey & Cullen, 
2007; Wilson et al., 2005; Wormith et al., 2007).  Eastman (2004) suggested that rehabilitation 
treatment programs also increase overall self-esteem in offenders.  This rise in self-esteem 
directly affects their likelihood of recidivism, making them less likely to recidivate than those 
with lower self-esteem (Eastman, 2004).  Landenberger and Lipsey (2005) analyzed previous 
research regarding cognitive-behavioral therapy and confirmed that there were significant 
positive effects with this treatment including significant recidivism reductions for high-risk 
offenders.  Subsequently, a meta-analyses performed by Lipsey and Cullen (2007) that compared 
correctional interventions and rehabilitation treatments revealed similar results.  Researchers 
found that rehabilitation produced significant positive effects in offenders compared to those 
who did not receive any interventions.   
Clearly shown by the extensive support for rehabilitation in the literature, offenders and 
the community would significantly benefit from informal justice efforts.  Despite the support for 
these interventions, some scholars believe that informal methods are not effective for every type 
of offender and that certain offenders require more punitive tactics in order to reduce their 
likelihood of recidivism (Cohen & Jeglic, 2007).  Sex offenders are a primary example of the 
circumstance where scholars are hesitant to consider informal justice programs to be successful.  
Below, the literature on effective punishments for sex offenders is discussed in detail.   
Formal Justice and its Effectiveness on Sex Offenders 
Sex offenders, in particular, are a special category of offenders because of the negative 
connotations society holds against them and therefore their punishment is often a primary 
concern.  These offenders are typically viewed as some of the worst offenders, who commit 
heinous crimes unable to be understood by society.  While punitive punishments have been 
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determined ineffective with the majority of offenders, society has overwhelmingly supported 
harsh punishments, affirming that sex offenders are the one type of offender that deserves severe 
consequences for their behaviors.  Nonetheless, the actual effectiveness of punitive punishments 
is typically of little concern.  Based on the overwhelming support of harsh sanctions for sex 
offenders, society has reportedly been solely concerned with the severity of punishment for sex 
offenders rather than the outcome of that punishment.  What most individuals fail to recognize is 
that the majority of incarcerated sex offenders will eventually be released back into the 
community.  Thus, the effectiveness of their punishment should be a major concern since it will 
likely determine their likelihood of recidivating.  Some scholars have successfully addressed this 
issue and have studied the effectiveness of punitive punishments among sex offenders (Levenson 
& Cotter, 2005).  Results from research have been similar to those from general offenders: 
punitive punishments are ineffective for sex offenders (Button, DeMichele, &Payne, 2009; 
Cohen & Jeglic, 2007; Letourneau, Bandyopadhyay, Armstrong, & Sinha, 2010; Levenson & 
Cotter, 2005).  Although there are special cases (e.g. extremely violent and dangerous sexual 
offenders), as with general offenders, that require offenders to endure severe punishments (e.g. 
life in prison), the majority of sex offenders experience negative effects from punitive sanctions 
that can in fact, increase their likelihood of recidivating.  In the past, scholars have suggested that 
notification requirements should be enforced among sex offenders to protect both the offender 
and the community.  Cohen and Jeglic (2007) reported that the only way to prevent sex crimes is 
by controlling the environments in which these sex crimes occur as opposed to controlling 
offenders.  Thus, sex offenders, unlike any other offender, must endure punishment even after 
formal sanctions.  Sex offenders are, by law, required to register in a public registry that 
identifies their characteristics, including the type of crime committed, a current picture, and their 
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current address.  There are also housing restrictions which prohibit them from living within the 
vicinity of churches, parks, and schools.  In addition, electronic monitoring systems detect their 
every move.  Employment and educational opportunities are also extremely limited as a result of 
these strict mandatory guidelines.  However, the effectiveness of these strategies is questionable.  
These strict guidelines can have significant negative psychological effects for these particular 
offenders (Levenson & Cotter, 2005).  Levenson and Cotter (2005) researched the negative 
effects of the sanctions required by sex offenders and concluded that increasing housing 
restrictions for sex offenders resulted in decreased stability, increased isolation, financial and 
emotional stress, and were not helpful with risk management techniques.  In fact, these 
increasingly negative psychological factors produced by housing restrictions were reported to 
possibly increase re-offending triggers for these individuals.  Letourneau and colleagues (2010) 
similarly reported that sex offender notification requirements were shown to be ineffective for 
juvenile sex offenders.  Button, DeMichele, and Payne (2009) reported that there is little to no 
scientific research that documents the effectiveness of electronic monitoring for sex offenders.  
Although it is possible that the severity of the offense can have an effect on the successfulness of 
particular interventions, existing literature has made it clear that punitive punishments (e.g. 
increased incarceration and strict housing restrictions) are not successful in reducing recidivism 
among both violent and non-violent sex offenders.     
Informal Justice and its Effectiveness on Sex offenders 
In past decades, treatment programs for sex offenders have been rarely seen throughout 
the justice system.  However, in recent years, rehabilitation programs for sex offenders are being 
utilized, as scholars have continued to recognize the value of various rehabilitation programs and 
the positive effects they often produce.  Since sexually deviant behavior is considered a learned 
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behavior by scholars (Heseltine, Sarre, & Day, 2011), it is assumed that it would be possible to 
effectively alter this behavior through a learning process.  Rehabilitation programs for sex 
offenders are extremely similar to those for non-sex offenders.  Both treatments attempt to 
resolve cognitive distortions within the individual, although one is more focused on sexual 
distortions.  Similar to the results from non-sex offenders, scholars (Eastman, 2004) have 
attempted to address the effectiveness of rehabilitation programs with sex offenders in recent 
years and have produced positive findings.   
In Eastman’s (2004) study comparing the outcome of rehabilitation programs among 
offenders, it was reported that the rehabilitation of sex offenders can result in changes in 
dysfunctional cognitive distortions, sexual knowledge, attitudes toward sexual behavior, and 
self-esteem.  Similarly, Hanson, Bourgon, Helmus, and Hodgson (2009) compared the 
recidivism rates of both treated and untreated sex offenders and non-sex offenders in 23 previous 
studies.  Their results revealed that both types of offenders who received rehabilitative treatment 
had significantly lower recidivism rates than those who did not receive treatment.  This study 
alone advocates the efficacy of rehabilitation programs for all types of offenders.  Moreover, 
Losel and Schmucker (2005) systematically reviewed 69 studies that compared the recidivism 
rates of treatment versus non-treatment sex offenders.  They reported that the treatment groups 
among the reviewed studies were 37% less likely to recidivate than the non-treatment group of 
sex offenders.  The effectiveness of rehabilitation programs for sex offenders has even been 
verified even with offenders who are perceived as severely dangerous (Oliver & Wong, 2009; 
Oliver, Wong, & Nicholaichuk, 2009).  Oliver and colleagues (2009) reported that sex offender 
treatment programs are effective in reducing recidivism rates, especially in moderate and high-
risk sex offenders.  Similar results from Oliver and Wong’s (2009) study confirm that even sex 
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offenders with serious psychopathic behaviors can show improvement and have a reduced risk 
for even violent sexual behavior. 
The positive effects of rehabilitation are clearly displayed throughout the literature.  The 
results emphasize that sex offenders’ belief systems can be changed and their likelihood of 
recidivating can be significantly decreased through rehabilitation.  If this is the case, then why 
has the criminal justice system been so focused on punishing offenders rather than rehabilitating 
them?  Although a majority of research reports on the ineffectiveness of harsh sanctions, the 
public has overwhelming approval for punitive policies and it seems that the literature that 
displays the effectiveness of rehabilitation is given little regard (Comartin, Kernsmith, & 
Kernsmith, 2009; Cullen, et al., 2000; Falco, 2008; Gromet & Darley, 2006; Leverntz, 2011; 
Mears et al., 2008; Rogers & Ferguson, 2011; Spiranovic, et al., 2011).  Clearly, public attitudes 
have shown to be more influential within the justice system than evidence presented by scholars. 
Conceding to public demand, the justice system demonstrates just how influential public 
opinions can be, evidenced by the utilization of punitive punishment policies over rehabilitative 
policies.   
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Chapter III 
PUBLIC OPINION RESEARCH 
Support for the use of Public Opinion Research 
Since the early 1900s researchers have used public opinion polls in order gain a better 
understanding for the general consensus of community members.  In the beginning, public 
opinion polls were typically used by businessmen, politicians, and sociologists to access the 
opinions of the general public on a particular topic (Blakenship, 1940).  This trend is continued 
today and opinion research is frequently used, especially among policy and law makers, who rely 
on this type of research to create new policies and laws with the hopes that they will satisfy 
popular beliefs and values (Cullen, 2000; Payne, et al., 2004).   
Included in the general public are college students.   Although the use of this population 
has some reported limitations, such as lack of generalizability, research has found the use of 
students valuable (Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; Hensley, Miller, Tewksbury, & Koscheski, 2003; 
Hensley, Tweksbury, Miller, & Koscheski, 2002).  Researchers have used college students to 
measure attitudes toward a variety of issues including political, educational, or sociological 
matters (Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; Hensley, et al., 2003; Hensley, et al., 2002).  Attitudes 
among this population are considered to be extremely important because they are the next 
generation of policy makers, law enforcers, counselors, and educators (Hensley, et al, 2002).  
Overall, findings have expressed the worth in using both the general public and college student 
opinion polls, especially when studying correctional policies. 
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Examining the Public’s Punitive Attitudes  
The correctional punishment of criminal offenders is a significant topic that has been 
researched quite frequently.  As we have already learned, the punishment for offenders is 
typically either punitive or rehabilitative or a combination of the two.  Many correctional policies 
are created as a result of public opinion and demand for change (Piquero, Cullen, Unnever, 
Piquero, & Gordon, 2010).  The demands of the public have affected many of the changes and 
reforms that have occurred throughout the history of the justice system.  The public’s demand to 
treat offenders resulted in the rehabilitation era in the early to mid-1900s and societies’ urge to 
get criminals off the street was a direct source in the development of the reformation era and the 
“get tough” laws that were imposed in the late 1900s.  Researchers have expressed great interest 
in studying the punitive attitudes of the public, evidenced by the vast literature that exists on the 
topic.  These researchers have also found significance in examining the public’s characteristics 
when addressing punitive opinions.  Many have studied various factors that are associated with 
punitive attitudes and have yielded interesting results (Cullen et al., 2000; Dozier, 2009; Falco, 
2008; Mears et al., 2008; Tajalli, De Soto, & Dozier, 2012).  
Individual-Level Variables that Influence Attitudes 
There are a number of factors that have a significant impact on the opinions and attitudes 
of society.  Researchers have noted that demographic, educational, attitudinal, and crime-related 
factors are all influential toward an individual’s opinions of criminal punishment (Cullen, 2000; 
Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; Langworthy & Whitehead, 1986; Rogers and Ferguson, 2011).    
Most researchers have suggested that it extremely important to examine all the different types of 
variables to gain a better understanding of the many factors that have a possibility of affecting 
punitive attitudes (Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; Langworthy & Whitehead, 1986).  Falco (2008) 
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expressed the importance of measuring various influential variables in her study on punitive 
attitudes of college students where she measured both demographic and attitudinal variables.  
Similarly, Langworthy and Whitehead (1986) insist that it would be inaccurate to predict 
punitive attitudes by only measuring one group of variables, for example, only studying 
demographics and not considering the other categories.  Although many researchers have 
reported results on the association between various factors and punitive attitudes, there has been 
an overwhelming amount of inconsistent results.  Many of the studies present conflicting 
findings regarding the types of factors that are associated with punitive attitudes as well as the 
direction of that association.   
Sex. A significant amount of research has studied the relationship between sex and 
punitive attitudes in hopes of determining whether males or females hold more punitive views. 
Some research has suggested that females are much more favorable of rehabilitative measures 
for offenders, and that males prefer punitive punishments (Cullen et al., 2000; Dozier, 2009; 
Falco, 2008; Mears et al., 2008).  For example, Falco’s (2008) study on college students’ 
punitive attitudes concluded that male students were more punitive than females.  Similarly, 
Dozier’s (2009) study, which addressed attitudes specific to various types of crimes, suggested 
that women were less punitive than men toward offenders of burglary and drug related crimes.  
Also, Mears and colleagues (2008) found that males held higher punitive attitudes than females 
toward the crime of possession of child pornography.  Conversely, other research suggests that 
females are actually the more punitive of the two sexes (Leverentz, 2011; Payne et al., 2004).  
Payne et al. (2004) used vignettes to measure respondent’s sentencing preferences toward 
various crimes and found that females reported much more punitive preferences than males 
toward crimes in which a victim was harmed, as opposed to victimless crimes.  Leverentz’s 
26 
 
(2011) results suggested that women, especially those with children, held significantly higher 
punitive attitudes than men toward offenders who were reentering the community after being 
released from prison.  Still, other research reports that sex does not affect the public’s preference 
for retributive or rehabilitative methods at all (Keller, Oswald, Stucki, & Gollwitzer, 2010; 
Rogers & Ferguson, 2011).  Rogers and Ferguson (2011) found that the sex of participants had 
no effect on the attitudes of punishment for either sex or non-sex offenders.     
Unfortunately, the mixed results presented by the literature makes the direction of the 
relationship between sex and punitive attitudes unclear.  However, a common theme that 
emerged from research suggests that the relationship is dependent on context.  For example, 
Falco (2008) reported that the relationship between level of punitiveness and sex appears to be 
based on the operationalization of the dependent variable, meaning that the relationship often 
shows certain effects when specific methods of questioning are used (e.g. vignettes, questions 
about sentencing, questions about the goals of the justice system, etc.).  Thus, the need for 
continued research (all using the same method of questioning) in this area is necessary to 
determine a more definite answer.  
Age.  Literature has suggested that age is negatively correlated with punitive views, 
suggesting that older respondents have less punitive attitudes.  However, researchers have 
suggested that the negative correlation between age and attitudes may be due to the impact of 
other variables.  For example, increased age typically corresponds with increased education- 
which is usually related to less punitive views (Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008).  Thus, results would 
show that an increase in age produces more favorability of rehabilitative methods, when in fact 
the punishment preferences may actually be a result of more education.  Therefore, it is 
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important to continue to research the relationship between age and punitive attitudes; however 
education should be a variable that is controlled for.   
Race.  Research has furthermore suggested that race is an influential factor in the 
relationship with punitive attitudes, although there are also contrasting conclusions.  Dozier 
(2009) found that African American and Hispanic students held more punitive views than white 
students for offenders of drug-related crimes.  Similarly, Payne and colleagues (2010) 
determined that minorities were less likely to approve of rehabilitation methods for offenders of 
sex crimes.  However, Mears et al. (2008) concluded that whites actually held more punitive 
views than minorities toward offenders of sex crimes.  In another study, Dowler (2003) found 
that race was a variable that had the greatest impact on respondents’ punitive attitudes among 
various crimes.  He concluded that African Americans held the least punitive attitudes, although 
he discussed this could be a result of the racial inequalities within the justice system.   
Additionally, McCorkle (1993) found that whites were more supportive of punitive punishments 
compared to minorities.  Clearly, the contradictory results show a need for more research. 
Social Class Level.  Social class level is another factor that has been associated with 
punitive attitudes as well.  Dowler (2003) reported that lower income respondents were not 
favorable to punitive punishments.  Researchers suggest that this conclusion may be due to the 
fact that lower income individuals are more likely to be incarcerated and thus, would prefer less 
harsh punishments (McCorkle, 1993).  On the contrary, Mears and colleagues (2009) reported 
that respondents who were less wealthy actually preferred harsh punishments, specific to sex 
offenders.  In another study, Comartin and colleagues (2009) reported that income was 
negatively correlated with support for punitive policies, suggesting that lower income individuals 
were more supportive of punitive policies.  One possible explanation put forth by the authors is 
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that low income individuals may be more punitive as a result of living in areas that typically 
report higher crime rates.  Thus, those with lower income believe that punitive punishments may 
prevent high crime rates (Dowler, 2003).  
Geographic Location.  Although geographic location is not often studied in public 
attitude literature, Falco (2008) suggests that this may be due to lack of variability in sampling 
frames.  However, in literature that has addressed this factor, geographic location has been 
suggested as yet another influential factor on the public’s punitive attitudes (Dozier, 2009; Falco, 
2008).  Research on this topic has been fairly consistent, concluding that individuals from 
smaller towns hold more punitive views, while those from larger cities tend to favor 
rehabilitative methods (Falco, 2008).  Falco’s (2008) study on the punitive attitudes of college 
students suggests that individuals who grew up in suburban/urban areas were less punitive. 
Additionally, Mackey and Courtright (2000) found that the size of town where respondents were 
raised had a significant impact on punitive attitudes, suggesting that those from smaller and more 
rural towns were more punitive. 
Education.  Finally, education has been established as a significant predictor in 
punishment preferences.  Literature has been consistent in reporting that individuals with higher 
levels of education are typically less punitive than those with less education (Dozier, 2009; 
Falco, 2008; Mackey, Courtright, & Packard, 2006; McCorkle, 1993).  Mears et al. (2008) 
reported that the less educated the respondent was, the more likely they were to prefer punitive 
methods of punishment, specifically for sex offenders.  Dozier’s (2009) results suggested that 
graduate students were more in favor of rehabilitative methods than underclassmen. Similarly, 
Falco (2008) reports that students of higher college class level held less punitive views than 
lower college class level students.  Researchers have suggested that the favorability of 
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rehabilitation for students of higher college class levels may be due to a “liberalizing effect” 
which theorizes that students become more liberal while enrolled in college (Dozier, 2009).  A 
niche within education research is assessing the impact that academic major has on punitive 
attitudes.  For the most part, research has examined the attitudes between criminology majors 
and non-criminology majors.  Most researchers suggest that those who study the justice system 
will hold higher punitive attitudes than those who are not as familiar with criminal justice 
(Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; Mackey & Courtright, 2000).  Some research has supported this 
belief and has reported that criminology students are in fact more punitive (Mackey & 
Courtright, 2000).  However, Falco (2008), who hypothesized that criminology students would 
be more punitive than non-criminology students, found that non-criminology students actually 
reported more punitive attitudes than criminology majors.   
Clearly, the public’s demographic and educational characteristics have been shown to 
have a significant impact on their punitive attitudes.  In general, sex, age, race, geographic 
location, and education all have a significant impact on punishment preferences.  However, 
research has produced inconsistent findings within the literature that need to be investigated 
further in order to provide a more consistent explanation. 
 Alongside demographic and educational factors, attitudinal and crime related variables 
are equally important to take into account.  These variables include factors such as political 
ideology, religiosity, fear of victimization, and victimization.  Similarly, these variables have 
been found to be associated with punitive attitudes.  Specific attitudinal and crime related 
variables are discussed further.  
Political Ideology.  Political ideology has been shown to be a factor that is highly 
influential in the public’s punishment preferences.  Research has widely concluded that those 
30 
 
who identify as politically conservative are more likely than politically liberal individuals to 
support punitive punishments for offenders.  This is most often evidenced in the support of 
capital punishments and other punitive measures that Conservatives frequently endorse.   On the 
contrary, those identifying as politically liberal tend to be more likely to hold rehabilitative ideals 
and support their use within the justice system (Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008).  Dozier’s (2009) 
study supported these results, confirming that higher level of conservatism was significantly 
related to punitive preferences.  Additionally, Falco (2008) reported similar findings, suggesting 
that those who supported rehabilitative treatment most closely identified with liberal ideology.   
Religiosity.  Religiosity is another important topic to address because studies have shown 
that involvement in religious activities can significantly impact an individual’s opinions and 
attitudes about the world around them (Cullen et al., 2000).  Although this factor is not often 
examined in literature, level of involvement in religion has shown to be impactful in punitive 
attitudes.  Research has been fairly consistent, suggesting that individuals who are more 
religiously devout hold higher punitive attitudes than those who are not as involved in religious 
activities (Cullen et al., 2000; Falco, 2009). 
Crime Related Factors.  Finally, it has been shown that fear of victimization and actual 
victimization have a significant impact in the punitive attitudes of the public (Comartin et al., 
2009; Cullen, Clark, Cullen & Mathers, 1985; Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; Mears et al., 2009).  
Research suggests that fear of victimization and actual victimization are causal attributes to 
punitive preferences (Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008).  Also, research suggests that individuals’ 
explanations of criminal behaviors and the attributions to the causes of crime have an impact on 
their level of punishment preferences.  Cullen et al. (1985) report that the way people explain 
crime is an important determinant of punitive attitudes.  Dozier’s (2009) survey of students 
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concluded that students who worry about crime are much more likely than those who do not have 
a strong fear of crime to prefer punitive sanctions for criminal offenders.  In another study, 
Mears et al. (2009) concluded that respondents who were more concerned about crime endorsed 
severe punishments more frequently than those who were unconcerned with crime or being a 
victim of crime.  The same can be found in regards to specific types of crime.  For example, 
Comartin et al. (2009) found that individuals who were fearful of sex crimes had an increased 
support for punitive policies for sex offenders.  Additionally, some have studied the impact that 
prior victimization has on level of punitive attitudes.  Victimization has been shown to have 
some influence on punishment preferences, although there are issues due to inconsistencies in 
victimization reporting (Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008).  Although Falco (2008) and McCorkle 
(1993) both hypothesized that previous victimization would predict higher punitive attitudes, 
they both reported that there is no significant relationship between victimization and support for 
rehabilitation.  Unfortunately for researchers, victimization is a factor that is significantly 
underreported in surveys.  Thus, results from surveys that measure the relationship between 
victimization and punitive attitudes have the possibility of reporting skewed results due to the 
lack of reported victimization.   
In sum, attitudinal and victimization factors have shown consistent findings supporting 
their influence in the public’s punishment preferences.  In general, punitive policies are 
supported by individuals who are politically conservative, religiously devout, who are fearful of 
victimization and who have been victimized.   
Support for Punitive Punishments  
As previously discussed, there is little to no research that supports the efficacy of punitive 
punishments for offenders.  In spite of the negative results that have been conveyed, a large 
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amount of survey research has established a general public support for the use of harsh sanctions 
(Comartin et al., 2009; Cullen, et al., 2000; Falco, 2008; Gromet & Darley, 2006; Jones & 
Weatherburn, 2011; Leverntz, 2011; Mears et al., 2008; Rogers & Ferguson, 2011; Spiranovic et 
al., 2011).  The implementation of punitive legislation demonstrates that the public generally 
prefers punitive methods of punishment (Jones & Weatherburn, 2011).  Cullen and colleagues 
(2000) similarly report that public preference for punitive punishments is evidenced by the 
widely accepted use of harsh sanctions, such as the death penalty, three strikes law, and 
incarceration.  If there is such a vast amount of evidence supporting the ineffectiveness of 
punitive punishment, then why is this method overwhelmingly supported by the public?  This 
answer can be determined by examining the influential factors that affect decision making as 
well as the public’s justifications for using punitive punishment methods.   
Many studies report that crime and offender characteristics significantly influence the 
public’s preference toward punitive methods (Cullen et al., 2000; Rogers & Ferguson, 2011; 
Spiranovic et al., 2011).  According to researchers, the criminal history of an offender and the 
seriousness of offense significantly affect the preference for more severe sanctions.  Research 
has reported that the public is much more likely to prefer harsh sentences for offenders who have 
longer criminal histories.  Respondents suggested that the longer an individual has been involved 
in crime, the more severe their sentence should be (Cullen et al., 2000; Rogers & Ferguson, 
2011; Spiranovic et al., 2011).  Gromet and Darley (2006) found that the public also prefers 
increased punitiveness as offense seriousness increases.  Additionally, studies over the last 
decade have shown that the informational gateways in which individuals learn about crime 
influence their attitudes toward punitive measures.  Jones, Weatherburn, and Mcfarlane (2008) 
determined that most people obtain their information regarding the criminal justice system from 
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TV or radio news programs and newspapers.  The problem with accessing information through 
media sources is the fact that violent crimes are notoriously over-represented in the media.  This 
disproportionate amount of exposure ultimately promotes punitive preferences throughout 
society.  Consequently, research has reported that the general public is exceedingly misinformed 
about a number of correctional issues including crime rates, conviction rates, and sentencing 
(Cullen et al., 2000; Jones & Weatherburn, 2011; Jones, Weatherburn, & Mcfarlane, 2008).  For 
example, Moon, Sundt, Cullen, and Wright (2000) revealed that a large majority of individuals 
believe that strict punishments will “teach criminals a lesson” and will lead to a reduction in 
recidivism.  
 In hopes of establishing the root of society’s punitive attitudes, Aharoni and Fridlund 
(2012) studied the sentencing recommendations of the general public.  They determined that 
greatest support was for punitive punishment methods although participants were unable to 
justify their support.  Researchers suggested that this “punishment without reason” was a result 
of impractical and intuitive problem solving (e.g. heuristic processes).  Similarly, Vollum and 
Buffington-Vollum (2009) determined self-related attitudes that express who we are and what we 
stand for (e.g. value-expressiveness) were extremely influential in the support for capital 
punishment.  The conclusions from these studies imply that society’s punitive attitudes are 
largely based on emotions rather than logical and rational functions determined by reliable 
literature.   
Although research suggests the public’s attitudes are enormously in favor of punitive 
measures, some scholars suggest that previous research is inaccurate in their reports.  Sims and 
Johnston (2004) suggest that the public is not as punitive as policy makers are led to believe.  
Additionally, Dozier (2009) suggested that due to many methodological flaws from these studies 
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the reports about the public’s punitive attitudes are inaccurate.  The types of questions that are 
asked and the ways in which they are presented in questionnaires can significantly affect the 
outcome of public opinion surveys. For example, many studies ask respondents their choice of 
preferred goals of the correctional system.  However, they are often asked to choose from a given 
list of specified goals that may not include their preference or they may prefer multiple goals that 
are listed (Cullen et al., 2000).  While they measure the goals, many of these studies fail to allow 
respondents to rank the priority of the goals, which is an important factor.  Also, most studies 
address attitudes toward crime in general and fail to address specific crimes or offenders.  All of 
these combined flaws display the possible inconsistencies that are present in many of the studies 
that ultimately find support for punitive preferences.   
In summary, the majority of research suggests that while the public prefers punitive 
methods of punishment for offenders, there are many influential factors that affect their opinions  
(Comartin et al., 2009; Cullen, et al., 2000; Falco, 2008; Gromet & Darley, 2006; Leverntz, 
2011; Mears et al., 2008; Rogers & Ferguson, 2011; Spiranovic et al., 2011).  It is important to 
recognize that a large majority of individuals base their opinions off of inaccurate news sources 
and that there is often no systematic or logical reason to explain the public’s support of punitive 
punishments (Aharoni & Fridlund, 2012; Cullen et al., 2000; Jones & Weatherburn, 2011; Jones, 
Weatherburn, & Mcfarlane, 2008; Moon et al., 2000; Vollum & Buffington-Vollum, 2009).   
Support for Rehabilitation 
As we have discovered, apparent inconsistencies within correctional literature have led 
researchers to believe that the public is not actually supportive of a completely punitive justice 
system (McCorkle, 1993).  Thus, continued research has been necessary to address these 
limitations.  Overall, various findings have shown growing support for use of additional 
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alternatives within the justice system (Cullen et al., 2000).  Additionally, among the research that 
reports a growing support for alternative punishments, it is suggested that these studies have less 
inconsistencies and methodological flaws then those previously discussed.  Cullen et al. (2000) 
explains that the public support for correctional rehabilitation holds true regardless of the 
methodology used throughout studies.  They discuss that there is steady support for rehabilitation 
whether respondents are asked the goals of imprisonment, overall statements about 
rehabilitation, or given crime-specific vignettes.  Researchers have displayed the support of 
rehabilitative methods dependent on various factors such as offender-related characteristics, 
crime-related characteristics, the environment in which treatment takes place, and the efficacy of 
rehabilitation programs.   
Studies have shown that support for rehabilitation is often based on offender- related 
characteristics, such as age and criminal history, and is specific to these types of offenders.  
Petersen, Sell, Tooby, and Cosides (2012) suggest that the public considers multiple offender-
related factors before determining an opinion on their support for rehabilitation.  They suggest 
that individuals subconsciously measure the offender’s value to society before they determine 
whether rehabilitation or punitive punishments are necessary.  
Age is a factor that has shown to have influence on the support of rehabilitation.  
Research suggests that the public is supportive of rehabilitation for juvenile offenders.  Moon 
and colleagues (2000) questioned the assumed punitive beliefs of the public and discovered that 
the public does actually believes that rehabilitation is necessary for juvenile offenders.  There is 
an overwhelming support of “child saving”; suggesting that children are able to be saved from a 
criminal lifestyle and it is the public’s responsibility to save them.  Moreover, Piquero and 
colleagues (2010) determined that the public was consistently optimistic about the use of 
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rehabilitation treatment with juvenile offenders, showing essentially no differences in opinion on 
this subject across socio-demographic groups.  A large majority of research on juvenile crime 
similarly suggests that the public supports rehabilitation as a goal of the juvenile justice system 
and the belief that rehabilitation is the best method for reducing juvenile crime.  Various studies 
have suggested that there is an overwhelming support for the use of preventive measures and 
rehabilitation when the offenders are juveniles.  
Similar results are reported for first-time offenders and offenders who are remorseful 
about their criminal behavior.  Like juveniles, first time offenders are viewed as individuals who 
can be turned away from criminal behavior (Applegate & Davis, 2005; Cullen et al., 2000; 
Piquero et al, 2010; Rogers & Ferguson, 2011; Spiranovic et al., 2011).  Researchers similarly 
conclude that the public is more willing to support rehabilitation for offenders who are 
remorseful about their criminal behavior because they feel the offender has learned the negative 
consequences of criminal behavior if they are showing remorse (Petersen et al., 2012). 
Some research has questioned the support of rehabilitation based on the costs of 
rehabilitative programs.  As with the introduction of any program, the public is often concerned 
about the monetary costs of establishing rehabilitation programs.  Nagin and colleagues (2006) 
revealed that the public is equally as willing to pay for rehabilitation as for incarceration.  Some 
research has shown that the public is more supportive of paying for the rehabilitation of juvenile 
offenders as opposed to adult offenders (Piquero & Steinberg, 2010).  Similarly, Piquero and 
Steinberg (2010) determined that the public was actually more willing to pay for treatment 
services for juveniles than for incarceration.  
Thus, it appears that society is more lenient toward young, first-time and, offenders who 
are remorseful about their behaviors.  It is assumed that through rehabilitative methods, further 
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criminal activity in these individuals can be avoided (Moon et al, 2000; Nagin, Piquero, Scott & 
Steinberg, 2006; Piqero et al., 2010; Piquero & Steinberg, 2010). 
Additionally, research suggests that support for rehabilitation depends on the crime-
related characteristics.  A large amount of research has found increasing support of the use of 
rehabilitative treatment for non-serious (e.g. misdemeanor) offenses (Applegate & Davis, 2005; 
Cullen et al., 2000; Piquero et al, 2010; Rogers & Ferguson, 2011).  Cullen et al. (2000) present 
favorable views of restitution programs, community service, and probation for nonviolent 
offenders (e.g. shoplifters, drunk drivers, minor drug charges and minor property offenses).  
Similarly, Dozier (2009) and Spiranovic and colleagues (2011) found public support for 
rehabilitation for crimes such as robbery, burglary, and drug possession.  In their study on factors 
that drive punitive beliefs, Payne and colleagues’ (2004) suggested that the public was much less 
punitive for individuals charged with DUI and illegal gun sales.  Intending to determine the 
public’s support of rehabilitation for violent versus nonviolent offenders, Sundt, Cullen, 
Applegate, and Turner (1998) reported that approximately 66% of respondents believed 
rehabilitation would be helpful with nonviolent offenders but not for violent offenders.  On the 
contrary, Gromet and Darley (2006) were among the exceedingly few researchers that found that 
the public supported the use of rehabilitative methods (specifically, restorative justice) for 
offenders of serious crimes, but only if treatment was conducted in conjunction with some form 
of punitive punishment, such as incarceration.  These results show that there is an increasing 
support of the use of rehabilitation for nonviolent and misdemeanor offenders.  
Further, the environment of the treatment is a large factor in determining the public’s 
support.  Literature has suggested that most individuals support the rehabilitation of offenders as 
long as it is in conjunction with punitive punishments (Brown, 1999; Cullen, et al., 2000; Gromet 
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& Darley, 2006).  Cullen and colleagues (2000) display that a large majority of studies have 
reported that the public believes a main goal of incarceration should be rehabilitation.  Meaning, 
that the public agrees that rehabilitation is important, but in some cases punitive punishments are 
necessary.  Brown (1999) suggested that rehabilitation was favorable when it was provided in a 
residential setting.  Additionally, Gromet and Darley (2006) confirmed that the public supported 
the use of rehabilitation, specifically in a confined environment.  Similarly, Applegate, Cullen 
and Fisher (1997) measured the public's support for rehabilitation and determined that the public 
supports the use of both punitive and rehabilitative methods of punishment, implying that the use 
of rehabilitation and incarceration concurrently would be enormously supported because it would 
please each side of the argument.   
Efficiency has also shown to be a strong determinate for the support of rehabilitative 
methods.  Unlike support for punitive punishments, those who support rehabilitation are 
excessively concerned with its effectiveness.  For example, Jones and Weatherburn (2011) 
revealed that the public was equally willing to pay for rehabilitation programs for both adult and 
juvenile offenders given that the treatment programs would be effective in reducing both types of 
crime.  Similarly, researchers have found that the support for rehabilitation is only given after 
respondents have confirmed that it is an effective method of treatment (Dozier, 2009).  The 
concept that those in favor of rehabilitation are concerned with the outcomes of treatment imply 
that supporters of alternative methods to incarceration are more forward thinking than those in 
favor of punitive techniques, who were unconcerned about the outcomes.   
While the support for rehabilitation methods is sometimes limited by type of offenders, 
crimes, and environment, others’ approval is based solely on the effectiveness of treatment 
programs.  These findings establish that the approval of rehabilitative methods is clearly 
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multifaceted.  This implies that individuals who favor rehabilitation consider the many 
complexities within the corrections system before lending support to either side of the argument; 
subsequently suggesting that those in favor of rehabilitation are extremely methodological in 
their decision making.  
Examining the Public’s Punitive Attitudes toward Sex Offenders 
The public’s opinion on sex offenders is a topic that has not been studied in great detail.  
Obviously, the topic of sex offenders is unlike any other based on the nature of their offenses.  
Thus, researchers are hesitant to study this topic because of the assumptions that there will only 
be support for punitive measures and no support for the rehabilitative treatment of sex offenders.  
However, since previous research has examined the outcomes of rehabilitative treatment with 
sex offenders and has recognized its effectiveness, it is important to address the public’s attitudes 
toward this particularly sensitive topic.   
In general, the majority of research has discovered that the public is particularly punitive 
with sex offenders (Brown, 1999; Cullen et al., 2000; Dozier, 2009; Levenson, et al., 2007; 
Tajalli, 2012).  In their research measuring the punitive attitudes of college students from two 
different states, Tajalli and colleagues (2012) found that college students in Texas were 
significantly more punitive toward sex offenders than college students in Wisconsin.  Additional 
research has found that support for harsher sentences was related to the severity of the crime and 
the age and gender of the offender (Carlsmith, Monahan, & Evans, 2007; Gakhal & Brown, 
2011; Rogers & Ferguson, 2011).  For example, Mears and colleagues (2008) determined that 
the public prefers tough sanctions in response to child sex crimes.  Similarly, according to 
Dozier’s (2009) survey of college students, punitive methods were significantly preferred for 
both crimes of rape and molestation.  Rogers and Ferguson (2011) found that punitive attitudes 
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increased with the age of the offender.  According to Gakhal and Brown (2011), there was a 
higher support for less punitive punishments for female sex offenders.  Additionally, Cullen et al. 
(2000) found that the use of any rehabilitative methods, specifically restorative justice, is 
significantly opposed for sex offenders.  Similarly, Payne, Tewksbury, and Mustaine (2010) 
report that the majority of respondents believed that sex offenders could not be rehabilitated.   
Most research has shown that the public desires increased notification requirements (e.g. 
residency and work restrictions) for sex offenders (Comartin, P. Kernsmith, & R. Kernsmith, 
2009).  According to Levenson and Hem’s (2007) study, a significant amount of respondents 
believed that notification requirements for sex offenders were effective and should absolutely be 
accessible to the public.  Similarly, Phillips (1998) revealed that the large majority of 
respondents believed that sex offenders should be required to register in a public data base in 
order to keep the public safe.    Brown’s (1999) study emphasizes the public’s assumption that 
sex offenders are unable to be rehabilitated and therefore prefer extensively punitive 
punishments for them.  According to Rich and Sampson (1990), respondents reported that 
offenders convicted of rape deserve at least 30 years in prison.   Although there is an increasing 
amount of support for increased restrictions and registries for sex offenders, the public does not 
believe that these restrictions are effective in reducing recidivism.  However, their use is justified 
because they do keep the public informed about sex offenders in the area (Schiavone & Jeglic, 
2009).  For example, Levenson and colleagues (2007) report that the public believes that sex 
offenders in general have extremely high recidivism rates and that they are unable to be treated, 
but they still support the use of sex offender notification requirements.   
Schiavone and Jeglic (2009) surveyed sex offenders themselves, and even they reported 
that they did not believe that strict sanctions were effective.  They also reported that while the 
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increased notification requirements made the public feel safe, they made sex offenders 
particularly fearful, especially of retaliation.  Research has presented that sex offenders evoke an 
extremely punitive response in the general public which results in the strict sanctions that are 
preferred for these types of offenders.   In fact, over the past decade, the “get tough” principle 
has been so exacerbated in public preference of sex offenders that it has resulted in increased 
punitive sanctions for sex offenders (e.g. incarceration, sex offender registry, and housing 
restrictions) (Mears et al., 2008).  
Without a doubt the amplified media attention toward these particular cases influences 
the public’s attitude.  Similar to general crime, the large majority of the public obtains their 
information about sex offenders through news sources.  The media attention that these specific 
types of cases receive is frequently the basis for the support for increased punitive attitudes 
toward sex offenders including the escalating rates of incarceration and increasingly strict 
guidelines for sex offender registry.   Many researchers have attributed the media’s 
sensationalism of high-profile cases to increased punitive preferences and fear of sex offenders 
(Wright, 2003).  While this type of crime is very serious, researchers report that the media often 
over-dramatizes these crimes which can lead to the conception of myths regarding sex offenders 
(Comartin et al., 2011).  Unfortunately, these myths are commonplace in society and are taken as 
true, even over scholarly research that disproves their substance (Levenson & Hern, 2007).   
Although the large majority of studies report punitive attitudes toward sex offenders, 
there are very few that report supportive attitudes toward the rehabilitation of sex offenders.  
Conley, Hill, Church, Stoeckel, and Allen (2011) reviewed the punitive attitudes of community 
corrections workers relating to sex offenders.  They revealed that while the public believes this 
particular population is dangerous, they still support the use of rehabilitation with sex offenders.  
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Clearly, this support for rehabilitation by individuals who work closely with sex offender shows 
that it is an appropriate method to use with this population. This indicates that it is important to 
educate the public about the truth of sex offenders.  In fact, Payne, Tewksbury, and Mustaine 
(2010) argue that based on the public’s lack of support for the rehabilitation of sex offenders, it is 
absolutely necessary to educate the public in order to strengthen their support for treatment.  If 
the public was not plagued with the myths and stereotypes of sex offenders and were made aware 
of the research that supports rehabilitation then it is assumed that they too would be supportive of 
treatment.  These sex offender myths and misconceptions will be further discussed in detail in 
chapter 4. 
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Chapter IV 
SEX OFFENDERS 
 In order to understand the public’s attitude toward sex offenders, it is extremely 
important to address common misconceptions that are held by the public.  Researchers contend 
that punitive preferences for sex offenders are influenced by the sex offender myths that the 
public holds. Thus, the purpose of this section is to define the terms sex offenders and crimes as 
well as the sentences that are frequently utilized for these offenders.  Also, sex offender 
misconceptions will be addressed in detail.   
Defining Sex Offenders and Sex Crimes  
A sex offender is someone who has committed and has been convicted of a sexual 
offense.  Definitions of sexual offenses differ from state to state.  However, since the current 
research utilizes a sample of Georgia college students, all legal definitions are according to the 
Georgia state code.  Accordingly, a sex offender is someone who has committed and been 
convicted of one or more of the sexual crimes as defined by Georgia Code Title 16 (O.C.G.A. § 
16-6-1-23, 1992; O.C.G.A. § 16-12-80, 1992) which gives a detailed description of all of the 
sexual crimes in Georgia.  The current study addresses various types of sex crimes committed by 
different types of sex offenders.  Appendix F lists the definitions according to Georgia law for 
each type of crimes that was discussed in the questionnaire that respondents received.  Also 
included are the possible sentences given in the state of Georgia.   
Defining Sentences 
As displayed by the table in Appendix F, punitive punishments for sex offenders are most 
commonly seen among the sentences.  There is a range of punishment used among sex offenses, 
from imprisonment to probation.  However, one of the most unique sanctions required of 
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convicted sex offenders is the requirement to register in the sex offender notification registry.   
Unlike other criminal offenders, many convicted sex offenders are forced to register in the state 
sex offender registry (O.C.G.A. § 42-1-12, 2012).  The sex offender registry sets residence, 
employment, and behavior restrictions and guidelines for offenders in order to appropriately 
protect society from sex offenders.  Housing restrictions prohibit offenders from living within a 
specified radius of places where minors typically congregate (e.g. schools, day cares, churches, 
bus stops, public pools, and parks).  Employment restrictions are similar, as offenders are 
prohibited from working at or near any of the previously mentioned locations.  Guidelines for 
behavior prohibit offenders from engaging in any sexually deviant behaviors as well as prohibit 
offenders from using certain internet sites that may contain sexually explicit material.  It is 
obvious that the rehabilitation of sex offenders is not a top priority of the justice system as 
displayed by the lack of sentences requiring any form of treatment.  Clearly, the strict guidelines 
that are required for offenders as well as the stigma that is associated with the term ‘sex 
offender’ make it extremely difficult for them to positively reenter society.  Research shows that 
a constructive social and physical environment is required for released sex offenders in order to 
support the process of re-entry and reintegration.  Unfortunately, as we have discovered from the 
literature, this is not often the case because of the common misconceptions that the public holds 
about sex offenders.  These misconceptions are a clear indicator of why the general public has 
had such punitive attitudes toward sex offenders (Tewksbury & Copes, 2012).  
Myths of Sex Offenders 
 When studying sex offenders it is extremely important to address the myths and 
misconceptions that the general public holds.  Katz- Schiavone and colleagues (2008) discuss the 
various criminal justice policies that have been established in order to protect citizens from 
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sexual victimization.  Although notification policies like “Megan’s Law” were intended to 
increase public awareness about sex offenders living in the community, they have actually 
created an inaccurate belief about the nature of sexual abuse and those who perpetrate it.  Thus, 
many of the policies that were intended to combat sexual violence are increasing the stereotypes 
of sexual violence.  In August 2000, the Center for Sex Offender Management (CSOM) 
published a document with the purpose of informing citizens, policy makers, and practitioners 
about sex offenders and their victims.  Additionally, research has addressed the myths and 
misconceptions about sex offenders and has shown that these misconceptions significantly affect 
society’s punitive preferences toward sex offenders.  Researchers agree that the misconceptions 
encompass various factors such as sex offender and victim demographics, sexual crime rates, 
recidivism rates, and rehabilitative treatment (Cromer & Goldsmith, 2010; CSOM, 2000; 
Fedoroff & Moran, 1997; Katz-Schiavone, Levenson, & Ackerman, 2008; Quinn, Forsyth & 
Mullen-Quinn, 2004; Shechory & Idisis, 2006).   
Crime Rates. First, it is important to understand the misconceptions that are held about 
sexual crime rates.  As previously discussed, sexual crimes are among the most underreported 
crimes because of their nature.  Victims of sexual abuse are often embarrassed to tell anyone or 
afraid of retaliation, therefore, the crime goes unreported.  Because of the lack of reporting, we 
can assume that sexual crimes rates are extremely disproportionate to the actual amount of sex 
crimes that occur each year.  Additionally, there is a continued belief by society that the rate of 
sex offenses is increasing at an extremely high rate which is commonly exaggerated by the 
media.  However, even with the disproportionality considered, the actual rate of reported sexual 
offenses has actually been said to have decreased in recent years (CSOM, 2000).  Another 
misconception is the assumption that the majority of sex offenders are caught, charged, and sent 
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to prison.  Unfortunately, since the rate of reporting sex crimes is incredibly low, the number of 
offenders who are caught is also extremely low.  Obviously if a crime is never reported then law 
enforcement cannot search for the perpetrator, thus the offender is never caught or convicted.   
Characteristics of Offender and Crime. The characteristics of perpetrators and victims of 
sexual assault are also a topic that is misconceived.  Society often has a belief that most sexual 
assaults are committed by strangers when in fact, most sex offenders know their victims (CSOM, 
2000).  Another common misconception is that all sex offenders are male.  Although the 
majority of sex offenders are male, statistics show that females do commit sex crimes (Fedoroff 
& Moran, 1997).  It is also important to address the misconception that the public holds about the 
types of sexual assaults that occur.  The majority of people believe that most sexual assault 
victims are children.  While many offenders do perpetrate on children, a significant amount of 
sexual crimes happen to adults (Cromer & Goldsmith, 2010; CSOM, 2000).  Another stereotype 
commonly believed is that only adults commit sex offenses.  Sickmund, Snyder, and Poe-
Yamagata (1997) conversely concluded that about 15% of sex crimes were committed by 
adolescents aged 13-17.   
Ramification of Victimization. Another common stereotype held by society is that 
children who are sexually assaulted will become sex offenders when they are older.  Becker and 
Murphy (1998) reported that this is a myth, evidenced by the report that only about 30% of sex 
offenders have a history of sexual abuse.  Researchers did however find that offenders of certain 
types of sexual assault were more likely to have higher rates of past abuse.  For example, those 
who sexually offend against young boys are more likely to have higher rates of sexual abuse in 
their histories (Becker & Murphy, 1998).   
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Mental/Social Health. Another common misconception is that sex offenders have too 
much testosterone.  Research similarly suggests that testosterone is not a singular cause of 
criminal sexual aggression.  This is displayed in castration literature, such as Lombardo’s (1997) 
report, which shows that even sex offenders who have been chemically castrated still feel the 
need to act out in a sexually aggressive manner, indicating that more factors than hormones play 
a role in an individual’s engagement in criminal sexual activity.  Some believe that sex offenders 
commit crimes because they are under the influence of some type of substance, like alcohol or 
drugs.  However, research has reported that it is extremely unlikely that an offender who would 
otherwise not commit a sex crime would do so as a result of being under the influence.  The 
misconception that all sex offenders are socially deprived is another belief held by society.  
However, Fedoroff and Moran (1997) report that many sex offenders have similar social lives as 
other criminal offenders.   
Recidivism Rates.  The recidivism rates of offenders are another topic that the public is 
greatly misguided about.  Many individuals believe that the majority of sex offenders will 
reoffend and at a high rate (CSOM, 2000; Fedoroff & Moran, 1997; Katz-Schiavone, 2008; 
Quinn et al., 2004).  However, literature suggests otherwise.  The Department of Justice 
examined the recidivism rates of sex offenders across 15 states and found that sex offender 
recidivism was lower than hypothesized (BJS, 2003).  They reported that sex offender recidivism 
rates were almost 37% less than non-sex offenders’ recidivism rates during the same time.  
Additionally, Hanson and Bussiere (1998) reported that the rate of sex offense recidivism was 
fairly low, measuring at 13.4% rate of reoffending.  However, researchers found that different 
types of sex offenders had various recidivism rates.  For example, child molesters had a 
reconviction rate of 13% for sexual offences and rapists had a reconviction rate of 19% for 
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sexual offenses.  Quinsey, Rice, and Harris (1995) found similar results suggesting that sexual 
offense reconviction rates changed according to offender characteristics such as criminal history 
and the type of sex crime committed.  Other studies have shown that sex offenders have fairly 
low recidivism rates compared to other criminal offenders (Abracen, Looman, Ferguson, 
Harkins, & Mailloux, 2011; Hanson & Bussiere, 1998).  However, one significant characteristic 
in offenders with extremely low recidivism rates was the involvement in rehabilitative treatment.  
Compared to those who did not receive rehabilitation, sex offenders who received treatment had 
much lower levels of reconviction (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998).  
Treatment Programs. There is a widely held myth that treatment for sex offenders is 
ineffective.  However, as previously discussed, research has shown that rehabilitative treatment 
can be effective in reducing recidivism rates in sex offenders.  Rehabilitation has been effective 
in increasing the positive psychological wellbeing of sex offenders as well as reducing 
recidivism rates for sex offenders (Eastman, 2004).  In a comparison of convicted sex offenders 
who received treatment versus those who did not receive treatment, results revealed that 
offenders who received rehabilitative treatment had significantly lower recidivism rates (Hanson, 
et al., 2009).  Moreover, Losel and Schmucker (2005) reported that offenders who received 
treatment were 37% less likely to recidivate than those who received no treatment.  Even 
dangerous sex offenders have been shown to have positive outcomes from rehabilitative 
treatment (Oliver & Wong, 2009; Oliver, et al., 2009).  Both Oliver and colleagues (2009) and 
Oliver and Wong’s (2009) studies concluded that sex offender treatment programs are effective 
in reducing recidivism rates, especially in moderate and high-risk sex offenders and those who 
show serious psychopathic behaviors.  Some believe that part of the treatment process for sex 
offenders should be that they should not be involved in any sexual activity, including 
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masturbation.  However, Brown, Traverso, and Fedoroff (1996) found that sex offenders who 
were involved in treatment found it helpful to be able to masturbate, while still having low re-
offense rates. 
There is also a belief that this treatment for sex offenders is too expensive and that prison 
is a better and cheaper alternative.  However, research shows that one year of intensive 
community treatment for a sex offender can cost from $5,000 to $15,000 each year (CSOM, 
2000).  This cost for treatment is significantly less than the cost of incarceration which includes 
on average, $22,000 per year and that is without receiving treatment while incarcerated (CSOM, 
2000; Lotke, 1996).   
Clearly shown, many of the myths and misconceptions held by the public have been 
proven wrong by various research studies.  It is an important issue to address these 
misconceptions both for policy makers, society, sex offenders, and their victims.  Policy makers 
need to realize that many of their policies have been founded on public misconception and 
proven ineffective by research.  The public must be educated about the stereotypes that are 
commonly believed because they are constantly taking claim to false assumptions.  It is 
important to dispose of these misconceptions for sex offenders so that they may have a more 
positive reintegration into their community.  Overall, only positive outcomes can come from 
educating the public about the truths of sex offenders and sex crimes.  The current study 
advances the literature regarding sex offenders and aids in a better understanding of public 
opinions toward different types of sex offender as well as factors that are associated with 
opinions.   
 
    
50 
 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
The current study examines punitive attitudes toward different types of sex offenders.  
Specifically, respondents are presented with five vignettes describing various types of sex 
offenders (e.g. classic rape offender, juvenile sex offender, statutory sex offender, female sex 
offender, and child molester).  Although previous studies have included sex offenders, specific 
research on offender and case characteristics has been absent from the literature.   Therefore, 
evidenced by the lack of research in this area, it is apparent that there is a need for more research 
on punitive attitudes toward specific types of sex offenders.  Additionally, the lack of consensus 
regarding the effects of various factors on punitive attitudes has created the need for more 
literature to be generated in order to provide an undisputed understanding of the variables that 
may influence public opinion.  For this reason, the current study builds on existing literature by 
exploring the factors that are associated with punitive attitudes toward sex offenders.   
Furthermore, methodological limitations regarding punishment preferences are frequently 
seen throughout previous literature (Aharoni & Fridlund, 2012; Cullen et al., 2000; Jones & 
Weatherburn, 2011; Jones, Weatherburn, & Mcfarlane, 2008; Moon et al., 2000; Vollum & 
Buffington-Vollum, 2009).  For example, previous researchers typically ask participants to select 
a single most important sentence for an offender.  In the current study, participants are asked to 
indicate all of the sentencing opinions, both punitive and/or rehabilitative, that they deem 
necessary.  This process makes it possible to determine if participants recommend both punitive 
and rehabilitative sanctions in conjunction with one another, or as separate punishments.   
By addressing the various limitations and under-explored issues, the current study’s 
findings will provide important information regarding possible differences in punitive attitudes 
toward various types of sex offenders.  Additionally, the results will determine the likelihood of 
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rehabilitative and punitive methods being recommended together, or as separate sanctions.   
Finally, results from the current study will explore the various factors that are associated with 
punitive attitudes.  Based on previous literature, hypotheses were produced to explain the 
possible findings from the current study.  It is first hypothesized that students’ punitive attitudes 
will differ based on the type of sex offender.  Next, it is assumed that students will choose one 
specific type of punishment (either rehabilitation or punitive) for the various sex offenders, as 
opposed to recommending the possible sanctions in conjunction with one another (rehabilitation 
and punitive).  Additionally, it is hypothesized that various demographic (e.g. sex, age, race, 
social, class, and geographic location), educational (e.g. college class level and academic major), 
attitudinal (e.g. political ideology and religiosity), and crime-related (e.g. fear of victimization, 
actual victimization, vicarious victimization) factors will have an effect on participants’ punitive 
attitudes toward the various sex offenders.   
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Chapter V 
METHODS 
Participants 
As previously stated, a large majority of research on punitive preferences explains the 
importance and validity of using college students to measure such an important issue (Dozier, 
2009 &Falco, 2008).  Quantitative data were collected in the form of self-administered surveys 
using a convenience sample of a total of 809 students at a large southern university.  Participants 
included a wide range of individuals including 567 females and 241 males.  Age ranged from 18 
to 58 with a mean age of 23 (SD=6.9).  The large majority (66.6%) of students were white.  
African Americans (18.2%) were the second largest racial group followed by ‘other’ (9.9%), 
then Asian (4.3%), and finally, American Indian/Alaska Native (.7%).  Most students considered 
themselves to be middle class (52.9%). The remaining participants consisted of upper class 
(28.9%) and lower class (15.5%).   In reference to political ideology, a less amount of students 
identified as conservative (29.7%) than any other ideology (70.3%).  In terms of religiosity, 
slightly fewer students reported themselves as religiously devout (47.4%) than inactive or neutral 
religious involvement (52.4%). 
Participants were fairly evenly distributed across undergraduate class levels.  Most 
students who were surveyed were Seniors (30.2%) followed by Juniors (22%).  Freshman were 
the next largest group of students (23.4%) followed closely by Sophomores (18.4%) and finally 
graduate students represented the fewest amount of students (5.8%).  In terms of academic 
majors, the sample included 25.8% of both social sciences and math/science majors, 17.4% of 
business majors, 16.8% of ‘other’ majors, and 13.5% of criminal justice/political science (“law”) 
majors.  A more detailed description of the sample is provided in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Sample demographics 
 n % 
Sex 
 
Males 
Females 
 
 
241 
567 
 
 
29.8% 
70.1% 
Age 
 
18-24 
25-29 
30+ 
 
 
627 
82 
91 
 
 
77.5% 
10.1% 
11.2% 
Race 
 
American Indian/Alaska Native 
Asian/Pacific Islander 
African American  
Caucasian 
Other 
 
 
6 
35 
147 
539 
80 
 
 
.7% 
4.3% 
18.2% 
66.6% 
9.9% 
Social Class 
 
Upper Class 
Upper-Middle Class 
Middle Class 
Lower-Middle Class 
Lower Class 
 
 
19 
215 
428 
123 
24 
 
 
2.3% 
26.6% 
52.9% 
15.2% 
3% 
Geographic Region 
 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 
 
 
118 
565 
120 
 
 
14.6% 
69.8% 
14.8% 
College Class Level 
 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Grad Student 
 
 
189 
149 
178 
244 
47 
 
 
23.4% 
18.4% 
22% 
30.2% 
5.8% 
 
Major 
Law 
Social Sciences 
Math/Science 
Business 
Other 
 
109 
209 
209 
141 
136 
 
13.5% 
25.8% 
25.8% 
17.4% 
16.8% 
Political Ideology 
Conservative 
Other 
 
239 
565 
 
 
29.5% 
70.3% 
Religiosity    
Devout 
Other 
382 
424 
47.2% 
52.6% 
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Data Collection Process  
The first step in the data collection process was selecting classes from the sampling 
frame.  Instructors from each selected class were contacted via email (Appendix D) requesting 
permission to survey.  Professors who granted permission (Appendix B) were then scheduled 
based on their availability.  Professors who did not respond along with professors who did not 
grant permission were put into a “denied” file (Appendix C) and were sent an email thanking 
them for their consideration. Those who consented to surveying were then scheduled.  Surveys 
were presented to 17 different classes from January 14, 2013 to January 31, 2013.  Participants 
were given a brief description of the purpose of the research before surveys were handed out.  
They were then instructed that the survey was only intended for individuals 18 years of age and 
older.  They were also advised that the completion of the survey was entirely voluntary and that 
surveys would remain completely anonymous, as no identifiable variables would be recorded.  
No deception of participants was involved at any time in the survey process as the purpose of the 
study was expressed in detail in the cover letter of the survey (Appendix E).  Students who were 
present in previously surveyed classes were instructed not to participate a second time.  Since 
surveys were completed during class time, a 20 minute time limit was enforced.  When the 20 
minutes were over, students were required to turn in surveys, whether completed or not.  The 
majority of students finished within the time limits however, few were unable to complete the 
survey.  The surveys were then collected and filed into a secure location to guarantee anonymity, 
although no identifiable characteristics were recorded.  Table 2 gives a description of the 
completion rates of the classes that were surveyed.  
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Table 2 
Class Completion Rates 
Classes Surveyed Students Enrolled Students Present Completed Surveys 
COM 2230/02 90 77 
(85.5%) 
68 
(88.3%) (75.5%) 
COM 4424/ 01  35 
 
33 
(94.3%) 
33 
(100%) (94.3%) 
CRJU 2105/02  78 
 
67 
(85.9%) 
64 
(95.5%) (82%) 
CRJU 4100/02 43 36 
(83.7%) 
35 
(97.2%) (81.4%) 
CRJU 4499/01 12 11 
(91.6%) 
8 
(72.7%) (66.6%) 
HS 2233/02 50 35 
(70%) 
35 
(100%) (70%) 
HS 4498/01 45 37 
(82.2%) 
37 
(100%) (82.2%) 
MKTG 4990/01 42 36 
(85.7%) 
32 
(88.8%) (76.2%) 
NURS 3302/03 40 39 
(97.5%) 
38 
(97.4%) (95%) 
NURS 4416/02 27 20 
(74.1%) 
20 
(100%) (74%) 
PSYC 1101/03 120 111 
(92.5%) 
97 
(87.4%) (80.1%) 
PSYC 3365/01 40 38 
(95%) 
38 
(100%) (95%) 
SCI 7900/01 15 15 
(100%) 
15 
(100%) (100%) 
SOCI 2105/02 235 199 
(84.7%) 
196 
(98.5%) (83.4%) 
STAT 3120/01 25 25 
(100%) 
25 
(100%) (100%) 
SW 7703/01 33 30 30 
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(90.9%) (100%) (90.9%) 
TPS 1107/07 50 43 
(86%) 
38 
(88.4%) (76%) 
*Note: The two percentages in the third column represent the percent out of students present (1) followed by the 
percent out of students enrolled in the course (2).  
 
Survey Instrument 
In order to determine punitive attitudes toward various types of sex offenders a survey 
was developed that measured respondents punishment preferences.  The questionnaire consisted 
of questions that were both original and adapted from previous research studies that measured 
public opinion on rehabilitation or punitive punishments of offenders (Comartin et al., 2009; 
Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; Keller et al., 2010; Leverentz, 2011; Mears et al., 2008; Payne et al., 
2004; Payne et al., 2010; Rogers & Ferguson, 2011; Schiavone & Jelic, 2009; & Spiranovic et 
al., 2012).   First, the survey contained items that measured participants’ demographic 
characteristics (sex, age, race, social class, and geographic location), educational factors (college 
class level and major), attitudinal variables (political ideology and religiosity), and crime-related 
characteristics (fear of crime and experience with victimization).  Next, five vignettes describing 
the different types of sex offenders – a “classic rape” offender, a juvenile sex offender, a 
statutory rape offender, a female sex offender, and a typical child molester were used to address 
attitudinal differences that may be due to crime characteristics.  Following each vignette, two 
types of questions designed to measure participants’ punitive attitudes toward each offender were 
presented.  First, participants were asked to choose from a list of possible sentences (Table 3) 
and “circle all that apply”, so it was clear they could recommend multiple sentences.   
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Table 3 
Sentences  
Item 
Nothing, they should receive no sentence 
Rehabilitation Services 
Educational Services 
Vocational Services 
Community Service 
Probation 
Sent to a group home for sex offenders 
Register as a sex offender for the rest of their life 
Jail time for less than 1 year 
Prison for more than 1 year 
Life in prison 
 
Then, participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with 4 
statements that discussed the punishment or rehabilitation for each offender (Table 4).  
Table 4 
Preference Statements 
Item 
1) The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he/she is severely 
punished for his/her crime. 
2) The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he/she is rehabilitated for 
his/her crime. 
3) The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to keep him/her 
locked up. 
4) The only way to prevent this criminal from committing suture crimes is to rehabilitate 
him/her. 
 
Measures 
Sentencing Recommendations. In order to determine participants’ support for 
rehabilitative methods and/or punitive sanctions, the sentencing recommendations for each of the 
various types of sex offenders were measured.  Responses were measured separately in order to 
obtain favored sentences for each distinct offender.  Eleven dichotomous variables were created 
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for each possible sentence that indicated whether or not the participants approved of the use of 
each particular option (0=no, 1-yes).   
Dependent Variables. To measure punitive attitudes, participants’ responses from the 
four statements (listed above in Table 4) were used and placed on a “punitive level continuum” 
with one end representing rehabilitation and the opposite end representing punitive punishment.  
Level of agreement responses to the four statements were summed in order to provide 
respondents’ scores on the punitive level scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 
4=agree, 5=strongly agree).  Additionally, responses for statements 1 and 3 were reverse coded 
in order to calculate scores.  Possible scores on the punitive level scale ranged from 4 to 20, with 
lower scores representing a support of rehabilitation and higher scores indicating support for 
more punitive methods of punishments across all statements.   
Independent variables. First, participants’ sex (Females versus male), age, race (White 
versus non-White), social class (lower class= reference category), and geographic location (rural 
versus suburban/urban) were recorded.  Then, educational variables were measured by 
determining participants’ college class level (junior/senior (upperclassmen)/grad student versus 
freshmen/sophomore), and type of academic major.  Academic majors were separated into 
different categories depending on the area of study (1= Law, 2= Helping, 3= Science, 
4=Business, 5=Other).  Falco (2008) determined that there would be a difference in punitive 
attitudes between majors that have a background in law and all other majors, which is why these 
major are separate from all others.  Law majors included both criminal justice and political 
science majors because these two majors have significant involvement with laws and law 
enforcement.  Helping majors are described that individuals whose major is targeted towards 
helping others.  These majors include many of the social sciences, including psychology, 
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sociology, human services/social work and education. The science category included all majors 
in either the field of mathematics or any of the physical sciences.  The business category 
consisted of business focused majors such as marketing, economics, and management.  The final 
‘other’ category consisted of all other majors that did not fall into the other categories.  A more 
detailed description of the ‘other’ category is provided in Appendix G.  For the purpose of the 
analyses, five sets of dummy variables were created and law-related majors were used as a 
reference category (e.g. law, helping, business, science, other).  Then, attitudinal variables were 
recorded to measure political ideology (conservative versus other) and religiosity (devout versus 
other).   
Finally, crime- related factors were recorded by measuring respondents’ fear of crime, 
actual victimization, and vicarious victimization.   Participants’ fear of crime was evaluated by 
indicating how fearful they were of six crimes (e.g. having your car stolen, having someone 
break into your house/apartment/dorm, being robbed or mugged on the street, being raped or 
sexually assaulted, being beaten up or assaulted, and being murdered).  Responses to fear of 
crime ranged from 1= “not fearful at all” to 5= “very fearful”.  Scores were then summed to 
determine a total fear of crime scale ranging from 6 to 30 with lower scores indicating little fear 
and higher scores representing high levels of fear.  Additionally, actual victimization was 
determined by participants recording whether they have been a victim of a particular crime (e.g. 
burglary, robbery, car theft, stolen purse/wallet, assault, battery, and rape/sexual assault).  
Similarly, a victimization score was characterized by adding the number of the same crimes that 
someone they know have been a victim of.  Possible scores for both victimization measures 
ranged from 0 to 7.  It is important to note that a higher number in this score does not necessarily 
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mean that respondents had been victimized more often, but rather they or someone they know 
have been a victim of more types of crimes.   
Data Analysis 
Once the data were completed, they were coded and manually imputed into SPSS 20 for 
analysis.  This study utilizes both descriptive statistics and multiple regression analysis to 
examine college students’ punitive attitudes toward five different sex offenders and well as the 
factors that influence these opinions.  First, descriptive statistics were used to describe the 
sample and to examine participants’ sentencing recommendations.   Next, OLS regression 
analyses were performed for each vignette in order to examine the effects of demographic, 
attitudinal, educational, and crime-related variables on punitive attitudes for each of the different 
types of sex offenders.  Cases with missing data on the dependent or independent variables were 
excluded from the analyses.  The exclusions of these particular cases did not alter the findings.  
Thus, the final sample size was 713.  
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Chapter VI 
FINDINGS  
Mean Scores of Punitive Attitudes 
The mean scores on punitive attitudes were computed for each of the five sex offenders 
in order to show the location of participants’ punitive attitudes on the punitive level scale for 
each offender.  It is important to note that higher mean scores on the punitive level scale 
represent more punitive attitudes, while lower scores indicate support for rehabilitation (scores 
had the possibility of ranging from 4 to 20).  As displayed in Table 5, participants’ attitudes were 
the most punitive for the child molester, with a mean score of 13.42 (SD=3.08).  Next, 
participants’ attitudes on the punitive scale for the classic rape offender were again, on the 
punitive end of the scale, with a mean score of 12.62 (SD=2.84).  The punitive attitudes for the 
female sex offender fell lower on the punitive level scale, with a mean score of 10.89 (SD=2.39) 
followed closely by the statutory rape offender (M=10.47, SD=2.01).  Finally, falling the lowest 
on the punitive level scale, suggesting attitudes supportive of rehabilitation, was the juvenile sex 
offender with a mean score of 8.48 (SD=2.45).   
Table 5 
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations of Punitive Attitudes (N= 713) 
 Mean SD 
PUNITIVE LEVEL SCALE   
Classic Rape Offender 12.62 2.84 
Juvenile Sex Offender 8.48 2.45 
Statutory Rape Offender 10.47 2.01 
Female Sex Offender 10.89 2.39 
Child Molester 13.42 3.08 
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Frequencies for Sentencing Recommendations 
Figure 1 displays the percentages of each of the sentences chosen for the five sex 
offenders.  Participants were asked to recommend as many of the possible sentences that were 
listed for each of the sex offenders.  The possible sentences included both rehabilitation-focused 
and punitive sanctions to allow respondents the chance to suggest either one type of method (e.g. 
rehabilitative or punitive), or a combination of the two.  The top three recommended sentences 
are addressed for each of the five offenders.  Results show that respondents indicated that the 
classic rape offender deserved sex offender registry (82.8%), prison for more than one year 
(74.8%), and rehabilitation (46.2%) for his offense.  Next, participants indicated that 
rehabilitation (83.1%), education (78.2%), and community service (34.1%) were the most 
appropriate sanctions for the juvenile sex offender.  In the case of the statutory sex offender, 
participants chose no sentence (39.1%), education (38.9%), and probation (36.7%) as the most 
suitable sentences.  With respect to the female sex offender, participants’ top three sentences 
were rehabilitation (59.7%), probation (56%), and sex offender registry (54.3%).  Finally, the top 
three recommended sentences for the child molester were sex offender registry (73.2%), more 
than one year in prison (57.1%), and rehabilitation (54.6%).  These results reveal some 
interesting findings regarding the punitiveness of students’ recommendations.  First, the more 
punitive sentences (e.g. prison time and sex offender registry) were most often given to the 
classic rape offender and the child molester, the more “serious” sex offenders.  The juvenile, 
statutory, and female sex offenders, or the less “serious” offenders, more often received the more 
rehabilitative-focused recommendations.  Next, it is interesting that the cases in which the more 
punitive sanctions were recommended, recommendations for rehabilitation were also suggested.  
These findings reveal that the use of rehabilitative methods for sex offenders is in fact supported, 
63 
 
especially in conjunction with the more punitive sanctions.  It is clear that students’ believe the 
most appropriate and effective sentences are not restricted to being either entirely rehabilitative 
or punitive, but can be utilized collectively.   Finally, it is intriguing that the statutory sex 
offender was the only offender in which participants found it most appropriate to have no 
sentence at all; most likely because this was the one scenario in which the sexual activity 
described was specifically noted as consensual.    
Figure 1 
Sentencing Recommendations  
 
 
OLS Regression 
 In order to better understand the various demographic, educational, attitudinal, and crime-
related factors that affected participants’ punitive attitudes, an ordinary least squares (OLS) 
regression analysis was conducted for each of the five vignettes.  The purpose of conducting an 
OLS regression was to determine the level of influence between various factors on participants’ 
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punitive attitudes toward each of the five types of sex offenders when the variables are 
considered together, in combination with one another, as opposed to showing the influence of 
each variable on its own.  Given the nature of the test, regression analyses were considered the 
most appropriate statistical tests to be utilized.  The findings from the OLS regressions analyses 
are shown in Table 6.   
In Model 1, the statistical influences of the various factors on students’ punitive attitudes 
toward the classic rape offender were measured (Table 6).  Several factors were predictive of 
punitive attitudes for the classic rape offender, including sex, race, academic major, and political 
ideology.  Female respondents were less likely than males to express punitive attitudes toward 
the classic rape offender (b= -0.514, p<.05).  Additionally, whites were less likely than 
minorities to hold punitive attitudes toward the classic rape offender (b= -0.539, p<.05).  
Moreover, in comparison with law-related majors, helping majors (b= -1.13, p<.001), science 
majors (b= -1.53, p<.001) and business majors (b= -1.195, p<.01) were all less punitive toward 
the classic rape offender.  Finally, participants who identified themselves as politically 
conservative were more likely than neutral and liberal students to express support for punitive 
punishment methods.  
 Model 2 then described students’ punitive attitudes toward the juvenile sex offender and 
the various factors that predicted these attitudes (Table 6).  Sex, race, academic major, fear of 
victimization, and actual victimization were all found to be predictive of punitive support for the 
juvenile sex offender.  The results show that females were more punitive than males toward the 
juvenile sex offender (b= .533, p<.05).  Additionally, whites expressed less punitive support than 
non-whites for the juvenile sex offender (b= -.417, p<.05).  In addition, compared to law-related 
majors, helping majors (b= -.833, p<.01) and science majors (b= -.756, p<.05) were less likely to 
65 
 
express support for punitive punishment methods for the juvenile sex offender.  Moreover, 
results found that individuals who indicated a higher fear of victimization held higher punitive 
attitudes than those who were less fearful for the juvenile sex offender (b=.038, p<.001).  
Finally, in reference to prior victimization, it was found that punitive attitudes actually decreased 
with an increase of prior victimization. (b= -.169, p<.01).  
 Next, Model 3 displays the various factors’ influence on punitive attitudes toward the 
statutory rape offender (Table 6).  Age was the only factor that influenced punitive attitudes 
toward the statutory sex offender.  The results show that a negative relationship existed between 
age and punitive attitudes toward the statutory rape offender (b= -0.58, p<.001), indicating that 
older respondents were less likely to approve of punitive punishment methods for this particular 
offender.   
 Fourth, punitive attitudes toward the female sex offender and the factors that were 
associated with those attitudes were examined in Model 4 (Table 6).  Academic major and fear 
of victimization were the only two variables to predict support for punitive punishments for the 
female sex offender.  Helping majors (b= -.810, p<.01), science majors (b= -.957, p<.01), and 
business majors (b= -.790, p<.05) were all less supportive than law-related majors of punitive 
punishments for the female sex offender.  Additionally, results indicate that individuals who are 
more fearful of victimization display more support of punitive attitudes than those who were less 
fearful of crime (b=.022, p<.05).   
 Finally, influential factors on punitive attitudes toward the child molester were addressed 
in Model 5 (Table 6).  The predictive variables for punitive support included gender, age, and 
academic major.  Males were more punitive than females toward the child molester (b= -.925, 
66 
 
p<.01).  Moreover, it was shown that older respondents are more likely than younger respondents 
to favor punitive punishment methods for the child molester (b= .038, p<.05).  Additionally, 
helping majors (b= -.983, p<.05), science majors (b= -1.187, p<.05), and business majors (b= -
1.187, p<.05) held less punitive attitudes than law-related majors toward the child molester.  
 Overall results from each of the five regression analyses indicate some very interesting 
findings regarding the association between the various factors and punitive attitudes.  Academic 
major displayed the greatest amount of influence throughout the analyses, predicting punitive 
attitudes in all but the statutory rape case.  More specifically, in each of these cases, with the 
exception of the juvenile sex offender case, helping majors, science majors, and business majors 
were less punitive compared to law-related majors.  (Business majors did not display influence in 
the juvenile sex offender case.)  The “other” major category did not display a significant effect 
across any of the vignettes.  The other variables were not as consistent in predicting punitive 
attitudes across all sex offender vignettes.   
Many variables only influenced participants’ punitive attitudes toward one or two of the 
sex offenders and still, did not keep consistent direction of effects across the vignettes.  For 
example, females were less likely than males to express more punitive attitudes toward the 
classic rape offender and the child molester, but not for the juvenile sex offender.  No gender 
differences were displayed in the punitive attitudes toward the statutory or females sex offenders.  
Additionally, race only played a role in the classic rape and juvenile sex offender cases.  In those 
cases, whites held less punitive attitudes than non-whites.  Moreover, age was only influential in 
the statutory rape case, with older respondents displaying less support for punitive punishment, 
and the case with the child molester, with older respondents being more favorable of punitive 
punishments than younger respondents.   However, age was not influential in any of the other 
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scenarios.  Surprisingly, political ideology was only influential in the classic rape case with 
politically conservative students being more likely to hold higher punitive attitudes compared to 
neutral and liberal students.  Fear of victimization had an effect on punitive attitudes in both the 
juvenile and female sex offender cases.  In both scenarios, respondents who were more fearful of 
victimization held higher punitive attitudes toward these particular offenders.  Fear of 
victimization was not influential in any other case.  Prior victimization was only influential on 
punitive attitudes in the juvenile sex offender case, in which those who had been victims of more 
crimes displayed less support for punitive punishments for this particular offender.  Surprisingly, 
geographic location, social class, college class level, “other” academic majors, religiosity, and 
indirect victimization did not predict punitive attitudes for any of the five sex offenders. 
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Table 6.  Unstandardized Coefficients from OLS Regression Analyses Examining the Factors that Affect Punitive Attitudes Toward Sex Offenders    
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4  Model 5  
  Classic Rape 
Offender 
 Juvenile Sex 
Offender 
Statutory Rape 
Offender 
Female Sex 
Offender 
Child Molester  
b SE  b SE  b SE  b SE  b SE  
Demographic Characteristics                
Female -0.514* 0.261  .533* 0.223  0.221 0.185  0.193 0.224  -.925*** 0.284  
White -0.539* 0.245  -.417* 0.21  -0.27 0.174  -0.268 0.21  -0.09 0.267  
Age -0.011 0.018  -0.006 0.015  -.058*** 0.013  -0.017 0.015  .038* 0.019  
Urban/Suburban -0.233 0.296  -0.03 0.253  0.355 0.21  0.194 0.254  -0.438 0.322  
Social Class
a
                
    Upperclass 0.126 0.329  0.128 0.281  0.122 0.233  -0.057 0.282  0.616 0.358  
    Middle class 0.065 0.291  0.228 0.249  0.016 0.206  -0.092 0.249  -0.14 0.316  
Education                
Upperclassmen/Grad Student 0.218 0.234  -0.264 0.2  -0.091 0.166  0.065 0.2  0.286 0.254  
Major
b
                
    Helping Major -1.13*** 0.338  -.833** 0.289  -0.308 0.24  -.810** 0.29  -.983* 0.368  
    Science Major -1.53*** 0.424  -.756* 0.363  -0.419 0.301  -.957** 0.364  -1.187*** 0.462  
    Business Major -1.195** 0.427  -0.213 0.365  -0.32 0.303  -.790* 0.366  -1.187** 0.465  
    Other Major  -0.065 0.362  -0.238 0.309  -0.117 0.256  -0.512 0.31  -0.459 0.394  
Political Affiliation, Ideology, and Religiosity                
     Conservative 0.76** 0.251  0.39 0.215  0.265 0.178  0.284 0.215  0.457 0.273  
     Devout -0.417 0.225  0.307 0.193  -0.022 0.16  0.238 0.193  -0.301 0.245  
Victimization                
     Fear of Victimization 0.025 0.013  .038*** 0.011  0.012 0.009  .022* 0.011  0.023 0.014  
     Number of Crimes Experienced as a Victim 0.049 0.079  -.169** 0.067  -0.034 0.056  0.077 0.068  0.064 0.086  
     Number of Crimes Others Known Experiences as a Victim   -0.094 0.055  -0.04 0.047  -0.067 0.039  -0.081 0.048  -0.027 0.06  
Constant 14.387   8.642   11.895   11.588   13.886   
                     
R2 0.08   0.09   0.07   0.04   0.07  
N= 713; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001; two-tailed tests.                 
a The omitted category is lower class/lower-middle class. b The omitted category is Law Major.        
          
69 
 
Chapter VII 
DISCUSSION 
 Over the years, criminologists have extensively studied the public’s attitudes toward 
various criminal justice issues, including methods of punishment.  Previous literature has 
revealed some interesting findings concerning the ways in which individuals develop their 
punitive attitudes, and additionally regarding the variables that are associated with punitive 
attitudes.  Despite the numerous studies regarding the public’s punitiveness, there is still a large 
amount of information that is under-explored and inconsistencies within the literature that still 
need to be addressed.  Researchers insist that understanding the public’s punitive attitude is 
extremely important for policy makers because of the influence that opinions have on criminal 
justice policies (Cullen et al., 2000; Payne, et al., 2004).  The intense lack of knowledge 
regarding sex offenders is evidenced by the various stereotypes and misconceptions that are held 
by the public.  Because of this, it is important to determine the factors that influence punitive 
attitudes among various groups of individuals in order to educate them about sex offenders. 
More specifically, education regarding the effectiveness of rehabilitation, the negative effects of 
incarceration, and the surprisingly low recidivism rates among sex offenders is needed to 
overcome the indecorous stereotypes. In order to expand on some unexplored issues within the 
literature, the current study assessed college students’ punitive attitudes toward various types of 
sex offenders, instead of studying one broad category of overall sex offenders.  
 The purpose of this study was initially to determine the direction of students’ punitive 
attitudes toward various sex offenders by addressing recommended sentences for the different 
sex offenders and to also gauge participants’ opinions about what the primary concern should be 
for each offender (rehabilitation/punitiveness) and participants’ beliefs about what is needed to 
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deter each offender (rehabilitation/punitiveness).  Another goal was to determine if particular 
demographic, attitudinal, educational, or crime-related factors are predictive of punitive attitudes.  
The findings suggest that punitive attitudes and recommended sanctions are significantly 
affected by different types of sex offenders.  It was also found that academic major was a factor 
that had similar effects across the various types of sex offender scenarios.  However, additional 
findings suggest variations in level of influence that other various factors had on punitive 
attitudes.  
 Results from both the mean scores of punitive attitudes and the sentencing 
recommendations suggest that students hold the most punitive attitudes toward the classic rape 
offender and the child molester.  These two offenders received the highest scores on the punitive 
level scale and received the most severe punishments of all offenders.  It is surprising, however, 
that it was also found that rehabilitation was recommended by more than half of all students for 
the child molester and by almost half of all students for the classic rape offender.  These findings 
indicate that although students prefer harsh punishments to be utilized for these two offenders, 
there is also a suggestion for these offenders to receive treatment.  The current study allowed for 
the possibility of both rehabilitative and punitive sanctions and found that if given the option, 
respondents see the benefits of treatment, even for the worst perpetrators among the group.  
Future research should expand on this concept and examine more closely the possibility of 
various types of sentencing recommendations as well as differences for a variety of offenders. 
 Alternatively, students were least punitive toward the juvenile sex offender.  In this case, 
the juvenile sex offender scored the lowest mean score on the punitive level scale, and received 
rehabilitation-focused sanctions by most students.  Consistent with literature, these results 
suggest that the public views juvenile offenders as still able to be molded and brought back to a 
71 
 
law-abiding lifestyle.  Similarly, the female sex offender received the third lowest score on the 
punitive level scale as well as rehabilitation being the most recommended sentence along with 
other more rehabilitation-focused sanctions.  These results are also concurrent to literature that 
suggests that the public is more forgiving and favorable of rehabilitation for female offenders. 
 Interestingly, the statutory rape offender received the second lowest scores on the 
punitive level scale and was the only offender that students believed deserved no sentence for his 
offense.  These findings suggest that students may not believe that any form of punishment is 
necessary for this type of offender, perhaps based on the characteristics surrounding his offense 
(e.g. consensual sex).  If this is the case, then it is no surprise that the majority of students (most 
of whom are about the offenders age), would find nothing wrong with this type of behavior.  
Since this was the only offender in which ‘no sentence’ was the most recommended sanction, it 
would be interesting to more extensively explore the contributing factors to the punitive attitudes 
toward this specific type of sex offender. 
 On the whole, participants’ responses to sentencing recommendations were generally in 
line with the overall perceived severity of the cases presented in the survey.  Harsher sentences 
were given to the more threatening perpetrators- the child molester and classic rape offender.  
This is arguably due to the misconceptions that many individuals hold about these particular 
types of sex offenders.  On the other hand, the less punitive sentences, such as, rehabilitation, 
educational services and probation were suggested for the less serious of the mix- the female and 
juvenile offenders. 
 The results of the regression analyses found that law-related majors were consistently 
more supportive of punitive punishments toward all but the statutory sex offender.  Consistent 
with research (Dozier, 2009; Falco, 2008; Mackey & Courtright, 2000), these findings suggest 
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that criminal justice majors tend to hold higher punitive attitudes compared to other majors.  
With respect to the other factors, the results were not as consistent across all offenders as was 
academic major.  Interestingly and inconsistent with literature, females held the most punitive 
views toward the juvenile sex offender.  Also, political ideology was only significantly 
influential on punitive attitudes toward the classic rape offender, in which results were in line 
with previous literature, suggesting that politically conservative individuals were more punitive 
than neutral and liberal individuals.  In reference to age, it was interesting to find that younger 
respondents were actually more punitive than older respondents in the case of the statutory sex 
offender.  Additionally, many factors that were believed to affect punitive attitudes showed to 
have no influence.  These various factors included geographic location, social class, college class 
level, religiosity, and vicarious victimization.   
Strengths & Limitations 
 Although there are many studies that address punitive attitudes toward various criminal 
offenders, some of these studies exclude important factors that affect punitive attitudes.  More 
specifically, a large majority of the literature focuses on crime in general or on many types of 
offenders.  It is less common to see studies that have focused on specific types of sex offenders.  
In fact, no study has examined punitive attitudes using descriptive vignettes of different types of 
sex offenders.  Additionally, the ability to recommend multiple types of sanctions (rehabilitative 
and punitive) for each of the offenders as opposed to choosing only one type of sentence is yet, 
another strength of the current research.  This method allowed for a greater variation of punitive 
attitudes instead of being limited to either only punitive or only rehabilitative scales.  In addition, 
creating a scale that measured punitive attitudes on a continuum (from rehabilitation to punitive 
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punishment) also allowed for punitive attitudes to vary on the range instead of being having 
either punitive views or rehabilitative views.  
However, various limitations warrant that these results be addressed with a certain degree 
of caution.  One of the major limitations of this study is that the sample was obtained through a 
convenience sample from only one university in the Southeast.  Obtaining students’ attitudes at 
only one university in only one region of the U.S. significantly limits the generalizability of this 
study.  Also, allowing respondents to read the vignettes before answering attitudinal and 
sentencing recommendations may have affected responses.  They were given very specific 
examples of sexual offenses and offenders which likely resulted in more negative associations.  
Additionally, the term rehabilitation was measured in the study as if it occurred by itself separate 
from any form of punishment.  Typical rehabilitative methods in the current justice system are 
conducted in conjunction with some form of punitive punishment.  Thus, respondents may have 
been less likely to suggest rehabilitation for certain offenders because they perceived 
rehabilitation being their only consequence.  A significant limitation that is not easily overcome 
is simply assessing attitudes toward sex offenders.  Many stereotypes, misconceptions, and 
stigma surround the term sex offender.  Thus, the public’s responses were likely to have been 
biased toward this particular group of offenders as a result of the misconceptions. 
Directions for Future Research  
As an attempt at improving upon the current study the replication of this research among 
college students in multiple universities across various geographic locations across the U.S. 
would significantly increase the generalizability of the findings.  Moreover, including additional 
vignettes or changing the demographic characteristics of sex offenders and sex offenses may 
provide further interesting findings dependent on more crime and offender related variables.  
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Additionally, randomizing attitudinal measures as well as scenarios may account for the 
possibility of negative associations from reading the vignettes first.   Furthermore, future studies 
could always benefit by providing respondents with more information regarding the types of sex 
offenders to avoid oversimplifying an incredibly complex issue.  Finally, although the current 
study allowed for participants to choose from a variety of possible sanctions, the importance of 
the different types of punishments was not addressed.  So, although it was shown that students 
preferred both punitive and rehabilitative methods for some offenders, the importance of each 
method is unknown.  To build on the current findings, future research should measure the level 
of importance for each suggested sentence in order to gain a better understanding of the support 
for punitive and/or rehabilitative methods. 
Policy Implications 
 Recent policy changes that have increased the punitive levels of punishment for sex 
offenders must be addressed.  Evidenced by a great amount of literature, rehabilitation is 
extremely successful among sex offenders and displays significant results in reducing recidivism 
among this particular population.  Thus, it is first important to inform policy makers of the 
unsuccessful punitive punishment methods that are currently being used throughout the justice 
system.  It is similarly necessary to advocate the use of rehabilitation for sex offenders, based on 
the acknowledged effectiveness of the use of sex offender treatment.  Results from the current 
study suggest that advocating the use of rehabilitation may be a much easier process, given the 
wide support for the rehabilitation among the various types of sex offenders.  Policy makers must 
subsequently assist in the process of educating the misguided public in order to dismiss the 
stereotypes of sex offenders thus, forming a more positive and cohesive environment which is 
necessary to preserve the successfulness of rehabilitation.    
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Appendix A 
 
Sampling Frame 
Course  Section  Days  Time  Room   Instructor  
ACCT 2100      06  TR              11:00-12:15          BB 105  Mary P. Sheil 
ACCT 2100      08  TR              2:00-3:15            BB 105  Mary P. Sheil 
ACCT 4100      01  MW              3:30-4:45            BB 380  Steven W. Smalt 
ACCT 4100      02  TR              6:30-7:45            BB 108  James M. McComb II 
ART 1107      04  MW              3:30-4:45            EB 102  Pipar L. West 
ART 1107      05  TR              9:30-10:45            EB 102  Deborah A. Hutchinson  
ART 1107      06  TR              8:00-9:15            EB 102  Pipar L. West 
COM 1109      01  W              8:00-10:45            SS 2034  Shannon Williamson-Martin 
COM 1109      02  MW              11:00-12:15          SS 2034  Jan R. Phillips 
COM 2230      02  TR              9:30-10:45            SS 1017  Warren V. Jones 
COM 4424      01  MW              2:00-3:15            UC 127  Erin L. Ryan 
COM 4470      01    TR              5:00-6:15            SS 3023  Joshua N. Azriel 
CRJU 1101      03  MW              9:30-10:45            SS 2038  Patricia A. Ikegwuonu 
CRJU 2105      02  TR              6:30-7:45            SS 2038  Jacqueline D. Smith 
CRJU 3320      01  TR              12:30-1:45            SS 3019  Wallace C. Thornton 
CRJU 4100      02  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 2030  Peter W. Fenton 
CRJU 4499      01  F              11:00-1:45            SS 3010  Tanja C. Link 
CS 2301       02  MWF              10:00-11:50          CB 2009  David L. Rogers 
CS 2301       05  TR              5:00-7:45            CB 2009  David L. Rogers 
CS 6040       01  MW              6:30-7:45            CP 206  Hossain M. Shahriar 
ECON 1100      07  TR              12:30-1:45            BB 151  Timothy Mathews 
ECON 1100      08  TR              8:00-9:15            BB 151  David D. Seem 
ECON 4710       01  F              2:00-4:45            BB 380  Xiao Huang 
ECON 4510      01  MW              9:30-10:45            BB 384  Jesse A. Schwartz 
ENGL 2110      05  WF              9:30-10:45            SS 1019  Marvin J. Severson 
ENGL 2110      15  TR              9:30-10:45            SS 1021  Rochelle L. Harris 
GEOG 1101      01  MW              9:30-10:45            SS 1021  David J. Doran 
GEOG 1101      08  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 1021  David J. Doran 
GWST 2000      02  TR              2:00- 3:15            SS 2023  Kristina A. Gupta 
GWST 3100      01  M              11:00-1:45            EB 166  Regina N. Bradley 
HIST 1110      01  MW              8:00-9:15            SS 1017  Brian M. Dee 
HIST 1110      05  MW              2:00-3:15            SS 1021  Matthew J. Hutchinson 
HIST 1110      07  MW              5:00-6:15            SS 1017  Ronald D. Bailey 
HS 2233       02  M              5:00-7:45            PHS 2206  Anne Hicks-Coolick 
HS 4498       01  MW              5:00-6:15            PHS 2008  Mary G. Migliaro 
IS 2200       07  TR              3:30-4:45            BB 150  Carole L. Hollingsworth 
IS 4880       01  T              8:00-10:45            BB 114  Sherri L. Shade 
MATH 1106      06  MW              6:30-7:45            MS 109  Andreas Kohler 
MATH 1101       11  F              11:00-1:45            BB 382  Thomas M. Womack 
MATH 4345      01  TR              3:30-4:45            CB 1005  Joshua Z. Du 
MKTG 3100      03  MW              8:00-9:15            BB 117  George M. Bass 
MKTG 3100      05  TR              5:00-6:15            BB 117   Randy S. Stuart 
MKTG 4990      01  TR              3:30-4:45            BB 108  Scott Widmier 
MUSI 1107      03  MW              2:00-3:15            EB 102  Charles W. Wright 
MUSI 1107      05  MW              6:30-7:45            EB 102  Katherine H. Morehouse 
MUSI 1107      06  TR              11:00-12:15          EB 102  John D. Marsh 
MUSI 3312      01  MWF              10:00-10:50          JMW 103  Edward Eanes 
NURS 3302      02  T              2:00-4:45            PHS 2204  Judith L. Hold 
NURS 3302      03  T              2:00-4:45            PHS 2202  Nicole A. Mareno 
NURS 4416       02  F              8:00-10:45            PHS 1105  Mary A. Camann 
PHIL 2200      19  TR              11:00-12:15          UC 202  Thomas M. Pynn 
PHIL 2200      20  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 2031  Amy K. Donahue 
PHIL 2200      24  TR              5:00-6:15            SS 2033  Damien P. Williams 
PHIL 2300      01  MW              12:30-1:45            SS 3007  Joseph T. Johnson 
POLS 1101      04  TR              9:30-10:45            SS 2038  Jasmine E. Younge 
POLS 1101      08  TR              3:30-4:45            SS 1021  Lee C. Jones 
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POLS 4416      01  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 1022  Elizabeth E. Gordon 
PSYC 1101      03  MW              12:30-1:45            SS 1017  Suma Mallavarapu 
PSYC 1101      05  TR              2:00-3:15            SS 1021  Gail Scott 
PSYC 3301      03  M              2:00-4:45            SS 3030  Lauren Taglialatela 
PSYC 3365      01  W              11:00-1:45            SS 2021  Beth Kirsner 
PSYC 4455      01  TR              6:30-8:10            SS 2031  Pam Marek 
SCI 1101       02   MW              2:00-3:15            SCI 109  Carol A. Hoban 
SCI 1101       03  MW              6:30-7:45            SCI 109  John M. Krolak 
SCI 7900       01  T              5:00-7:45            MS 112  Jennifer K. Frisch 
SOCI 2105       02  MW               11:00-12:15          SS 1021  Lisa Lepard 
SOCI 2105      05  F              2:00-4:45            SS 2038  Judith A. Riley 
SOCI 3304      02  F              2:00-4:45            SS 2021  DarinaLepadatu 
SOCI 3324      01  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 3007  Sarah M. Friedman 
SOCI 4432      02  TR              9:30-10:45            SS 3007  Rebecca Petersen 
STAT 3120      01  TR              11:00-12:15          CB 1007  Victor E. Kane 
STAT 3130      02  MW              12:30-1:45            CB 1007  Xuelei Ni 
SW 8705       01  M              2:00-4:45            PHS 2008  Alan B. Kirk 
SW 7703       01  T              2:00-4:45            PHS 2008  Carol S. Collard 
TPS 1107      02  MW              9:30-10:45            JMW 130  Pamela L. Joyce 
TPS 1107      05  TR              11:00-12:15          JMW 130  Matthew E. Lewis 
TPS 1107      07  TR              5:00-6:15             EB 102  Kia T. Fisher 
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Appendix B 
 
Classes Surveyed 
Course  Section  Days  Time  Room   Instructor  
COM 2230      02  TR              9:30-10:45            SS 1017  Warren V. Jones 
COM 4424      01  MW              2:00-3:15            UC 127  Erin L. Ryan 
CRJU 2105      02  TR              6:30-7:45            SS 2038  Jacqueline D. Smith 
CRJU 4100      02  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 2030  Peter W. Fenton 
CRJU 4499      01  F              11:00-1:45            SS 3010  Tanja C. Link 
HS 2233       02  M              5:00-7:45            PHS 2206  Anne Hicks-Coolick 
HS 4498       01  MW              5:00-6:15            PHS 2008  Mary G. Migliaro 
MKTG 4990      01  TR              3:30-4:45            BB 108  Scott Widmier 
NURS 3302      03  T              2:00-4:45            PHS 2202  Nicole A. Mareno 
NURS 4416       02  F              8:00-10:45            PHS 1105  Mary A. Camann 
PSYC 1101      03  MW              12:30-1:45            SS 1017  Suma Mallavarapu 
PSYC 3365      01  W              11:00-1:45            SS 2021  Beth Kirsner 
SCI 7900       01  T              5:00-7:45            MS 112  Jennifer K. Frisch 
SOCI 2105       02  MW               11:00-12:15          SS 1021  Lisa Lepard 
STAT 3120      01  TR              11:00-12:15          CB 1007  Victor E. Kane 
SW 7703       01  T              2:00-4:45            PHS 2008  Carol S. Collard 
TPS 1107      07  TR              5:00-6:15             EB 102  Kia T. Fisher 
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Appendix C 
 
Classes Denied 
Course  Section  Days  Time  Room   Instructor  
ACCT 2100      06  TR              11:00-12:15          BB 105  Mary P. Sheil 
ACCT 2100      08  TR              2:00-3:15            BB 105  Mary P. Sheil 
ACCT 4100      01  MW              3:30-4:45            BB 380  Steven W. Smalt 
ACCT 4100      02  TR              6:30-7:45            BB 108  James M. McComb II 
ART 1107      04  MW              3:30-4:45            EB 102  Pipar L. West 
ART 1107      05  TR              9:30-10:45            EB 102  Deborah A. Hutchinson  
ART 1107      06  TR              8:00-9:15            EB 102  Pipar L. West 
COM 1109      01  W              8:00-10:45            SS 2034  Shannon Williamson-Martin 
COM 1109      02  MW              11:00-12:15          SS 2034  Jan R. Phillips 
COM 4470      01    TR              5:00-6:15            SS 3023  Joshua N. Azriel 
CRJU 1101      03  MW              9:30-10:45            SS 2038  Patricia A. Ikegwuonu 
CRJU 2105      02  TR              6:30-7:45            SS 2038  Jacqueline D. Smith 
CRJU 3320      01  TR              12:30-1:45            SS 3019  Wallace C. Thornton 
CS 2301       02  MWF              10:00-11:50          CB 2009  David L. Rogers 
CS 2301       05  TR              5:00-7:45            CB 2009  David L. Rogers 
CS 6040       01  MW              6:30-7:45            CP 206  Hossain M. Shahriar 
ECON 1100      07  TR              12:30-1:45            BB 151  Timothy Mathews 
ECON 1100      08  TR              8:00-9:15            BB 151  David D. Seem 
ECON 4710       01  F              2:00-4:45            BB 380  Xiao Huang 
ECON 4510      01  MW              9:30-10:45            BB 384  Jesse A. Schwartz 
ENGL 2110      05  WF              9:30-10:45            SS 1019  Marvin J. Severson 
ENGL 2110      15  TR              9:30-10:45            SS 1021  Rochelle L. Harris 
GEOG 1101      01  MW              9:30-10:45            SS 1021  David J. Doran 
GEOG 1101      08  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 1021  David J. Doran 
GWST 2000      02  TR              2:00- 3:15            SS 2023  Kristina A. Gupta 
GWST 3100      01  M              11:00-1:45            EB 166  Regina N. Bradley 
HIST 1110      01  MW              8:00-9:15            SS 1017  Brian M. Dee 
HIST 1110      05  MW              2:00-3:15            SS 1021  Matthew J. Hutchinson 
HIST 1110      07  MW              5:00-6:15            SS 1017  Ronald D. Bailey 
IS 2200       07  TR              3:30-4:45            BB 150  Carole L. Hollingsworth 
IS 4880       01  T              8:00-10:45            BB 114  Sherri L. Shade 
MATH 1106      06  MW              6:30-7:45            MS 109  Andreas Kohler 
MATH 1101       11  F              11:00-1:45            BB 382  Thomas M. Womack 
MATH 4345      01  TR              3:30-4:45            CB 1005  Joshua Z. Du 
MKTG 3100      03  MW              8:00-9:15            BB 117  George M. Bass 
MKTG 3100      05  TR              5:00-6:15            BB 117   Randy S. Stuart 
MUSI 1107      03  MW              2:00-3:15            EB 102  Charles W. Wright 
MUSI 1107      05  MW              6:30-7:45            EB 102  Katherine H. Morehouse 
MUSI 1107      06  TR              11:00-12:15          EB 102  John D. Marsh 
MUSI 3312      01  MWF              10:00-10:50          JMW 103  Edward Eanes 
NURS 3302      02  T              2:00-4:45            PHS 2204  Judith L. Hold 
PHIL 2200      19  TR              11:00-12:15          UC 202  Thomas M. Pynn 
PHIL 2200      20  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 2031  Amy K. Donahue 
PHIL 2200      24  TR              5:00-6:15            SS 2033  Damien P. Williams 
PHIL 2300      01  MW              12:30-1:45            SS 3007  Joseph T. Johnson 
POLS 1101      04  TR              9:30-10:45            SS 2038  Jasmine E. Younge 
POLS 1101      08  TR              3:30-4:45            SS 1021  Lee C. Jones 
POLS 4416      01  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 1022  Elizabeth E. Gordon 
PSYC 1101      05  TR              2:00-3:15            SS 1021  Gail Scott 
PSYC 3301      03  M              2:00-4:45            SS 3030  Lauren Taglialatela 
PSYC 4455      01  TR              6:30-8:10            SS 2031  Pam Marek 
SCI 1101       02   MW              2:00-3:15            SCI 109  Carol A. Hoban 
SCI 1101       03  MW              6:30-7:45            SCI 109  John M. Krolak 
SOCI 2105      05  F              2:00-4:45            SS 2038  Judith A. Riley 
SOCI 3304      02  F              2:00-4:45            SS 2021  DarinaLepadatu 
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SOCI 3324      01  TR              11:00-12:15          SS 3007  Sarah M. Friedman 
SOCI 4432      02  TR              9:30-10:45            SS 3007  Rebecca Petersen 
STAT 3130      02  MW              12:30-1:45            CB 1007  Xuelei Ni 
SW 8705       01  M              2:00-4:45            PHS 2008  Alan B. Kirk 
TPS 1107      02  MW              9:30-10:45            JMW 130  Pamela L. Joyce 
TPS 1107      05  TR              11:00-12:15          JMW 130  Matthew E. Lewis 
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Appendix D 
Dear Dr. /Professor,  
 
My name is Kathryn Smith and I am currently a Masters of Criminal Justice student here at 
Kennesaw State University.  I have recently defended my thesis proposal to research attitudes of 
college students toward the treatment of sex offenders. I am seeking your assistance in the data 
collection phase of my thesis.  The focus of my study is to examine attitudes towards the 
punishment or rehabilitation of sex offenders in college students among many different majors 
throughout the college. This project has been approved by the Institutional Review Board for the 
Protection of Human Subjects at Kennesaw State University.  All student participants will be 
informed that participation in the study is completely voluntary and their identity will remain 
entirely anonymous. 
 
Your Spring 2013 CLASS TITLE/SECTION has been randomly selected by convenience 
sampling of possible courses to be included in my study.  I am seeking your permission to 
administer a questionnaire to the students enrolled in your course during you class time on 
DAY/TIME. I would be able to come on any day that you deem appropriate, however I am in 
need of completing my surveys during the month of January.  Due to the random nature of my 
sampling selection, I would greatly appreciate your assistance and help in this project by 
allowing me to administer my questionnaire to your students.  The entire process of 
questionnaire distribution, informed consent, and survey completion is expected to take 
approximately 20 minutes. I am able to administer the questionnaire at either the beginning or 
end of your class time.  I appreciate the value of class time and I thank you in advance for 
considering my request.  I would be happy to provide you with any additional information or 
answer any questions you may have regarding my study. Please feel free to contact me or my 
thesis chair, Dr. Tanja Link at any time.  I look forward to speaking with you soon. 
 
Respectfully, 
Kathryn Smith                                                     Tanja Link, Ph.D. 
Graduate Student                                                Assistant Professor 
Department of Sociology & Criminal Justice     Department of Sociology & Criminal Justice 
Kennesaw State University                                 Kennesaw State University 
1000 Chastain Rd          1000 Chastain Rd  
Kennesaw, GA 30144          Kennesaw, GA 30144 
Phone: (770) 826-9270        Phone: (770) 420-6490 
Email: ksmit249@students.kennesaw.edu      Email: tlink1@kennesaw.edu 
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Appendix E 
Survey on the Rehabilitation versus Retribution of Sex Offenders 
 
Dear Participant:  
 
You are being invited to take part in a research study conducted by Katie Smith of Kennesaw 
State University.  Before you decide to participate in this study, you should read this form and 
ask questions about anything that you do not understand.  The following information is provided 
in order to help you to make an informed decision whether or not to participate in this study.  
The purpose of this study is to measure attitudes toward the punishment of sex offenders among 
college students. The procedures of this survey will include reading a descriptive vignette 
followed by answering questions regarding your opinion.  You are an eligible participant for this 
study because you are a student at Kennesaw State University and because your class was 
randomly selected to participate. You are required by law be at least 18 years of age to complete 
this survey. Those under 18 years of age should write “withdraw” on their survey and submit it 
blank at the same time as the other students who choose to complete the survey. 
 
Participation in this study will require approximately 20 minutes of your time. Participants in this 
study will not be subject to risk beyond a minimal level. Your participation in this study is 
entirely voluntary. You are free to decide not to participate in this study or to withdraw at any 
time. If you choose not to participate you may withdraw at any time by writing “withdraw” on 
your survey. Upon your request to withdraw, all information pertaining to you will be destroyed. 
If you choose to participate your identity will remain anonymous. Please do not place your name 
or any other identifying information on the survey. Again, your participation in this study is 
completely voluntary.  
 
Please accept my sincere appreciation for participating in this study. If you have any questions or 
comments please feel free to contact me or my thesis chair, Dr. Tanja Link.  
 
Katie Smith                                                     Tanja Link, Ph.D. 
Graduate Student                                            Assistant Professor 
Department of Sociology & Criminal Justice Department of Sociology & Criminal Justice 
Kennesaw State University                             Kennesaw State University 
1000 Chastain Rd     1000 Chastain Rd  
Kennesaw, GA 30144    Kennesaw, GA 30144 
Phone: (770) 826-9270   Phone: (770) 420-6490 
Email: ksmit249@students.kennesaw.edu Email: tlink1@kennesaw.edu 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
The purpose of this research has been explained and my participation is voluntary.  I have the right to stop participation at any 
time without penalty.  I understand that the research has no known risks, and I will not be identified.  By completing this survey, I 
am agreeing to participate in this research project. 
Research at Kennesaw State University that involves human participants is carried out under the oversight of an Institutional 
Review Board.  Questions or problems regarding these activities should be addressed to the Institutional Review Board, 
Kennesaw State University, 1000 Chastain Road, #0112, Kennesaw, GA 30144-5591, (678) 797-2268.  
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Demographics 
1) What is your sex? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
 
2) Age (please specify in blank): _________ 
 
3) What is your class level status? 
a. Freshman 
b. Sophomore  
c. Junior  
d. Senior 
e. Grad Student  
 
4) What is your major? (Write in blank) 
 
___________________________________ 
 
5) How would you describe the size of town or geographic region you were raised/grew up? 
a. Rural 
b. Suburban 
c. Urban 
 
6) To which political party do you most closely identify with? 
a. Democrat 
b. Independent  
c. Republican 
d. Other (please specify):_________________ 
 
7) Please indicate where you believe you fall in terms of your political ideology: 
a. Extremely Liberal 
b. Liberal 
c. Neutral 
d. Conservative  
e. Extremely Conservative 
 
8) What socioeconomic status would you say represents your background? 
a. Upper Class 
b. Upper-Middle Class 
c. Middle Class 
d. Lower-Middle Class 
e. Lower Class 
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9) How would you describe your religious background? 
a. Catholic 
b. Protestant (i.e. Baptist, Methodist, Lutheran) 
c. Christian (i.e. Evangelical, Fundamentalist) 
d. Jewish 
e. Muslim 
f. None 
g. Other (please specify):__________________ 
 
10) How committed are you to your religious beliefs? 
a. Inactive 
b. Somewhat Inactive 
c. Neutral 
d. Somewhat Devout 
e. Devout  
 
11) Please specify your race. 
a. American Indian/Alaska Native 
b. Asian/Pacific Islander 
c. African American  
d. Caucasian  
e. Other (please specify):____________ 
 
12) On a scale from 0 to 5, with 0 being not fearful at all and 5 being very fearful, how much 
would you say you fear being a victim of the following crimes? (Place your numerical 
response in the space provided) 
a. Having your car stolen       ________ 
b. Having someone break into your house/apartment/dorm   ________ 
c. Being robbed or mugged on the street     ________ 
d. Being raped or sexually assaulted     ________ 
e. Being beaten up or assaulted      ________ 
f. Being murdered        ________ 
 
13) Please indicate if you or someone you know has ever been a victim of any of the following 
crimes (please indicate with a Y(yes) or N (no) in the blank space provided):  
You   Someone You Know  
a. Burglary (theft from residence)  __________   __________ 
b. Robbery (theft from person)  __________   __________  
c. Someone stole/Broke into your car __________   __________  
d. Pick-pocketed/purse stolen  __________   __________ 
e. Assault (threat of violence)  __________   __________  
f. Battery (violent physical contact)  __________   __________  
g. Rape/Sexual Assault   __________   __________ 
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Scenario #1 
 
A 45-year-old male approaches a 28-year-old female who is waiting for the bus alone at a 
bus stop.  With no one in sight he threatens the female with a gun to go into a nearby alley 
way.  While in the alley, he threatens her with his gun and forces her to give him oral sex; he 
then rapes the female.  The female goes to the nearest police department and files charges 
against the man.  He is found guilty and charged with rape and sodomy. 
 
1. Which of the following sentences would you recommend for this specific offender? 
Circle all that apply: 
a. Nothing, they should receive no sentence 
b. Rehabilitation Services 
c. Educational Services 
d. Vocational Services 
e. Community Service 
f. Probation 
g. Sent to a group home for sex offenders 
h. Register as a sex offender for the rest of their life 
i. Jail time for less than 1year 
j. Prison for more than 1 year 
k. Life in prison 
Please read the following statements and circle ONE answer (per statement) that best 
describes your opinion: 
2. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he is severely 
punished for his crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
3. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he is rehabilitated 
for his crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
4. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to keep him 
locked up. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
5. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to 
rehabilitate him. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
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Scenario #2 
A ten year old boy living in a shelter with five other families is playing inside of a van, with 
no adult supervision, with two sisters who are also living at the shelter.  He removes his 
clothing and tells the six year old sister to put his penis in her mouth.  The six year old 
complies.  He then removes the clothing of the four year old and lies on top of her, both 
naked.  There is no intercourse between the two while he is lying on top of her.  The two girls 
tell their mother about what happened with the boy and she contacts the authorities.  He is 
found guilty and charged with molestation and sodomy. 
 
1. Which of the following sentences would you recommend for this specific offender? 
Circle all that apply: 
a. Nothing, they should receive no sentence 
b. Rehabilitation Services 
c. Educational Services 
d. Vocational Services 
e. Community Service 
f. Probation 
g. Sent to a group home for sex offenders 
h. Register as a sex offender for the rest of their life 
i. Jail time for less than 1year 
j. Prison for more than 1 year 
k. Life in prison 
Please read the following statements and circle ONE answer (per statement) that best 
describes your opinion: 
2. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he is severely 
punished for his crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
3. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he is rehabilitated 
for his crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
4. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to keep him 
locked up. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
5. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to 
rehabilitate him. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
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Scenario #3 
A 14 year old female and her 18 year old boyfriend engage in consensual sex on their one 
year anniversary.  The father of the female finds out that the two have become sexually 
active and becomes enraged.  The father calls the authorities to press charges against his 
daughter’s boyfriend.  The boyfriend is found guilty and charged with statutory rape. 
 
1. Which of the following sentences would you recommend for this specific offender? 
Circle all that apply: 
a. Nothing, they should receive no sentence 
b. Rehabilitation Services 
c. Educational Services 
d. Vocational Services 
e. Community Service 
f. Probation 
g. Sent to a group home for sex offenders 
h. Register as a sex offender for the rest of their life 
i. Jail time for less than 1year 
j. Prison for more than 1 year 
k. Life in prison 
Please read the following statements and circle ONE answer (per statement) that best 
describes your opinion: 
2. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he is severely 
punished for his crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
3. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he is rehabilitated 
for his crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
4. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to keep him 
locked up. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
5. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to 
rehabilitate him. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
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Scenario #4 
A 30-year-old high school teacher is alone in her classroom doing an after school tutoring 
session with her 15-year-old male student.  She finds herself attracted to this student and 
invites him to her home after school.  That evening, the student goes over to his teacher’s 
house and the two engage in consensual sex.  The boy brags about it to his friends and 
eventually school officials find out and contact the authorities.  The teacher is found guilty 
and charged with second degree rape of a child. 
 
1. Which of the following sentences would you recommend for this specific offender? 
Circle all that apply: 
a. Nothing, they should receive no sentence 
b. Rehabilitation Services 
c. Educational Services 
d. Vocational Services 
e. Community Service 
f. Probation 
g. Sent to a group home for sex offenders 
h. Register as a sex offender for the rest of their life 
i. Jail time for less than 1year 
j. Prison for more than 1 year 
k. Life in prison 
Please read the following statements and circle ONE answer (per statement) that best 
describes your opinion: 
2. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure she is severely 
punished for her crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
3. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure she is rehabilitated 
for her crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
4. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to keep her 
locked up. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
5. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to 
rehabilitate her. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
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Scenario #5 
A 40-year-old male is left alone at home to watch after his 6-year-old nephew.  During this 
time the uncle shows his nephew a box of pornography that he keeps hidden under his bed.  
Once he is finished showing his nephew the pornography he touches the nephew’s penis and 
tells the nephew to touch his penis.  This type of behavior continues until the boy is 12 years 
old.  At some point during the 6 years that this behavior has continued, the uncle has forced 
the nephew to give him oral sex multiple times against his will.  Each time the uncle and the 
nephew are alone, the uncle tells the nephew he will hurt him and his family if he ever tells 
anyone what he has done with the uncle.  The uncle tells his nephew he loves him and that no 
one would understand their relationship.  Eventually the nephew tells his mother and she 
contacts the authorities.  The uncle is found guilty and charged with aggravated child 
molestation, aggravated sodomy, sexual battery, and distribution of obscene materials to a 
minor.   
 
1. Which of the following sentences would you recommend for this specific offender? 
Circle all that apply: 
a. Nothing, they should receive no sentence 
b. Rehabilitation Services 
c. Educational Services 
d. Vocational Services 
e. Community Service 
f. Probation 
g. Sent to a group home for sex offenders 
h. Register as a sex offender for the rest of their life 
i. Jail time for less than 1year 
j. Prison for more than 1 year 
k. Life in prison 
Please read the following statements and circle ONE answer (per statement) that best 
describes your opinion: 
2. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he is severely 
punished for his crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
3. The primary concern with this criminal should be to make sure he is rehabilitated 
for his crime. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
4. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to keep him 
locked up. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
 
5. The only way to prevent this criminal from committing future crimes is to 
rehabilitate him. 
Strongly agree        Agree        Neutral        Disagree        Strongly Disagree 
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Appendix F 
State of Georgia Sexual Crimes, Definitions, and Sentences 
CRIME DEFINITION  SENTENCE 
16-6-1. Rape (a) A person commits the offense 
of rape when he has carnal 
knowledge of a female forcibly 
and against her will. Carnal 
knowledge in rape occurs when 
there is any penetration of the 
female sex organ by the male sex 
organ. 
(b) A person convicted of the 
offense of rape shall be punished 
by death, by imprisonment for 
life, or by imprisonment for not 
less than ten nor more than 20 
years. Any person convicted 
under this Code section shall, in 
addition, be subject to the 
sentencing and punishment 
provisions of Code Sections 17-
10-6.1 and 17-10-7. 
16-6-2. Sodomy; aggravated 
sodomy. 
(a) A person commits the offense 
of sodomy when he performs or 
submits to any sexual act 
involving the sex organs of one 
person and the mouth or anus of 
another. A person commits the 
offense of aggravated sodomy 
when he commits sodomy with 
force and against the will of the 
other person 
(b) A person convicted of the 
offense of sodomy shall be 
punished by imprisonment for 
not less than one nor more than 
20 years. A person convicted of 
the offense of aggravated 
sodomy shall be punished by 
imprisonment for life or by 
imprisonment for not less than 
ten nor more than 20 years. Any 
person convicted under this Code 
section of the offense of 
aggravated sodomy shall, in 
addition, be subject to the 
sentencing and punishment 
provisions of Code Sections 17-
10-6.1 and 17- 10-7. 
16-6-3. Statutory rape. (a) A person commits the offense 
of statutory rape when he or she 
engages in sexual intercourse 
with any person under the age of 
16 years and not his or her 
spouse, provided that no 
conviction shall be had for this 
offense on the unsupported 
testimony of the victim 
(b) A person convicted of the 
offense of statutory rape shall be 
punished by imprisonment for 
not less than one nor more than 
20 years; provided, however, that 
if the victim is 14 or 15 years of 
age and the person so convicted 
is no more than three years older 
than the victim, such person may, 
in the discretion of the court, be 
punished as for a misdemeanor. 
16-6-4. Child molestation; 
aggravated child molestation. 
(a) A person commits the offense 
of child molestation when he or 
she does any immoral or indecent 
act to or in the presence of or 
with any child under the age of 
16 years with the intent to arouse 
(d) A person convicted of the 
offense of aggravated child 
molestation shall be punished by 
imprisonment for not less than 
ten nor more than 30 years. Any 
person convicted under this Code 
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or satisfy the sexual desires of 
either the child or the person. 
(b) A person convicted of a first 
offense of child molestation shall 
be punished by imprisonment for 
not less than five nor more than 
20 years. Upon such first 
conviction of the offense of child 
molestation, the judge may 
probate the sentence; and such 
probation may be upon the 
special condition that the 
defendant undergo a mandatory 
period of counseling 
administered by a licensed 
psychiatrist or a licensed 
psychologist. However, if the 
judge finds that such probation 
should not be imposed, he or she 
shall sentence the defendant to 
imprisonment; provided, further, 
that upon a defendant's being 
incarcerated on a conviction for 
such first offense, the 
Department of Corrections shall 
provide counseling to such 
defendant. Upon a second or 
subsequent conviction of an 
offense of child molestation, the 
defendant shall be punished by 
imprisonment for not less than 
ten years nor more than 30 years 
or by imprisonment for life; 
provided, however, that prior to 
trial, a defendant shall be given 
notice, in writing, that the state 
intends to seek a punishment of 
life imprisonment. Adjudication 
of guilt or imposition of sentence 
for a conviction of a second or 
subsequent offense of child 
molestation, including a plea of 
nolo contendere, shall not be 
suspended, probated, deferred, or 
withheld. 
(c) A person commits the offense 
of aggravated child molestation 
when such person commits an 
offense of child molestation 
which act physically injures the 
child or involves an act of 
section of the offense of 
aggravated child molestation 
shall, in addition, be subject to 
the sentencing and punishment 
provisions of Code Sections 17-
10-6.1 and 17- 10-7. 
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sodomy. 
16-6-5. Enticing a child for 
indecent purposes. 
(a) A person commits the offense 
of enticing a child for indecent 
purposes when he or she solicits, 
entices, or takes any child under 
the age of 16 years to any place 
whatsoever for the purpose of 
child molestation or indecent 
acts. 
(b) A person convicted of the 
offense of enticing a child for 
indecent purposes shall be 
punished by imprisonment for 
not less than one nor more than 
20 years. Upon a first conviction 
of the offense of enticing a child 
for indecent purposes, the judge 
may probate the sentence; and 
such probation may be upon the 
special condition that the 
defendant undergo a mandatory 
period of counseling 
administered by a licensed 
psychiatrist or a licensed 
psychologist. However, if the 
judge finds that such probation 
should not be imposed, he shall 
sentence the defendant to 
imprisonment. Upon a second or 
third conviction of such offense, 
the defendant shall be punished 
by imprisonment for not less than 
five years. For a fourth or 
subsequent conviction of the 
offense of enticing a child for 
indecent purposes, the defendant 
shall be punished by 
imprisonment for 20 years. 
Adjudication of guilt or 
imposition of sentence for a 
conviction of a third, fourth, or 
subsequent offense of enticing a 
child for indecent purposes, 
including a plea of nolo 
contendere, shall not be 
suspended, probated, deferred, or 
withheld. 
16-6-22. Incest. (a) A person commits the offense 
of incest when he engages in 
sexual intercourse with a person 
to whom he knows he is related 
either by blood or by marriage as 
follows: 
1. Father and daughter or 
stepdaughter; 
2. Mother and son or stepson; 
3. Brother and sister or the whole 
blood or of the half blood; 
4. Grandparent and grandchild; 
(b) A person convicted of the 
offense of incest shall be 
punished by imprisonment for 
not less than one nor more than 
20 years. 
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5. Aunt and nephew; or 
6. Uncle and niece. 
16-6-22.1. Sexual battery. (a) For the purposes of this Code 
section, the term "intimate parts" 
means the primary genital area, 
anus, groin, inner thighs, or 
buttocks 
of a male or female and the 
breasts of a female. 
(b) A person commits the offense 
of sexual battery when he 
intentionally makes physical 
contact with the intimate parts of 
the body of another person 
without the consent of that 
person. 
(c) A person convicted of the 
offense of sexual battery shall be 
punished as for a misdemeanor of 
a high and aggravated nature. 
16-6-22.2. Aggravated sexual 
battery. 
(a) For the purposes of this Code 
section, the term "foreign object" 
means any article or instrument 
other than the sexual organ of a 
person. 
(b) A person commits the offense 
of aggravated sexual battery 
when he intentionally penetrates 
with a foreign object the sexual 
organ or anus of another person 
without the consent of that 
person. 
(c) A person convicted of the 
offense of aggravated sexual 
battery shall be punished by 
imprisonment for not less than 
one nor more than 20 years. 
16-12-80. Distributing obscene 
materials; obscene material 
defined; penalty. 
A person commits the offense of 
distribution obscene materials 
when he sells, lens, rents, leases, 
gives, advertises, publishes, 
exhibits, or otherwise 
disseminates to any person any 
obscene material of any 
description, knowing the obscene 
nature thereof, or offers to do so, 
or possesses such material with 
the intent to do so, provided that 
the word "knowing," as used in 
this Code section, shall be 
deemed to be either actual or 
constructive knowledge of the 
obscene contents of the subject 
matter; and a person has 
constructive knowledge of the 
obscene contents if he has 
knowledge of facts which would 
put a reasonable and prudent 
person on notice as to the suspect 
nature of the material; provided, 
Punishment is varied 
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however, that the character and 
reputation of the individual 
charged with an offense under 
this law, and, if a commercial 
dissemination of obscene 
material is involved, the 
character and reputation of the 
business establishment involved 
may be placed into evidence by 
the defendant on the question of 
intent to violate this law. 
Undeveloped photographs, 
molds, printing plates, and the 
like shall be deemed obscene 
notwithstanding that the 
processing or other acts may be 
required to make the obscenity 
patent or to disseminate it. 
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Appendix G 
‘Other’ Major Category Breakdown 
‘Other’ majors n % 
Art 2 .2% 
Communications 115 14.2% 
English 5 .6% 
Geography 3 .3% 
History 2 .2% 
International Studies 4 .4% 
Language 2 .2% 
Undecided 41 5.1% 
 
